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[ue VACATION CHAMBER BUSINEsS of the Chancery Division will be 
transacted in the chambers of Vice-Chancellor Bacon. 





{HE WEEKLY PUBLIC sittines of the Vacation Judge, which have 
hitherto been held in one of the courts used by the judges of the 
Chancery Division, will be held, during the ensuing Long Vacation, 
ina room in Mr. Justice Prarson’s chambers at the Royal Courts of 


Justice. 





Ir 13 UNDERSTOOD that 8,000 copies of the new Rules of Court 
have been ordered to be printed, and that copies have been sent to 
the judges; but up to Thursday we believe that the leading law 
booksellers and stationers had not obtained their copies for distribu- 


tion. 





THERE IS ONE POINT on which the framers of the new rules 
deserve the thanks of practitioners, and that is the care which has 
been taken to preserve, as far as possible, the old numbers of the 
orders. Thus, the order relating to general applications at cham- 
bersis still order 54; and the order as to summary judgment on 
specially-indorsed writ is still order 14. The numbers of most of 
the more important orders are retained ; but nevertheless there are 
necessarily important changes, and a revision of the references in 
many standard text-books will be necessary. 





We piscuss elsewhere the provisions of the new rules as to the 
“omnibus summons,” which is, as far as practicable, to include 
every matter or proceeding in the cause or matter previous to trial, 
but we may notice here a practical difficulty with reference to it 
which appears to have been overlooked by the framers of the rules. 
Where is this potent instrument to be kept? In the custody, 
it may be presumed, of the party who takes it out. This will, 
almost invariably, be the defendant, who usually begins by 
wanting time to plead ; and is not an application for time to plead 
a “matter or proceeding” in the action? Or is it, like a challenge 
cup, to pass from hand to hand, and to remain for the time being 
in the custody of the last victor? Or, if each party gets an order 
against the other, what then? or what, if one party gets one 
direction, and the other two ? Or is it to pass into the custody of the 
court, to be brought up when wanted, and copies to be kept by the 
parties duly posted up? The wretched little slips which formerly 
served for summonses have given place to broader and more ample 
paper; but the great summons, which is to be a full record of 
everything, must have still more ‘ wide and ample spaces.” 





Tx comaentine recently on the case of Brown v. The Manchester, 
ie and Lincolnshire Railway Company (31 W.R. 491, L. R. 
10Q. B. D. 250), we questioned the expediency and soundness of 
the distinction drawn in that case by the Court of Appeal. It 
will be remembered that the question before the court was 
Whether, when an option is given of carriage at a higher or 
4 lower rate, a condition which would, in the absence of such 


ion, be unreasonable might not become reasonable. The Court 
Appeal held that in order that this doctrine should apply there 
must be a real option, and, when there was practically no option, 


the condition must be considered in the same way as if there had 


lower rate under the terms of the risk-note which was signed by 
the sender; that a fish merchant, who stood out against the con- 
dition, and sent at the higher rate, could not compete with rival fish 
merchants who, taking advantage of the lower rate, could undersell 
him, and, therefore, that he practically had no option, and that the ex- 
istence of the alternative rate, under these circumstances, was imma- 
terial. We pointed out that this was an unsatisfactory ground 
of decision, and that the real question which must be decided 
before the law on the subject could be considered as satisfactorily 
settled was whether the existence of an alternative rate makes 
any and every condition reasonable. If a person, having the 
option of having his goods carried on the terms of the common 
law liability, chooses voluntarily to accept other terms, can such 
terms be called unreasonable as against him? Lord Justice Brerr 
expressed an opinion that the existence of an alternative rate 
could not make a contract reasonable which otherwise would be un- 
reasonable, but we ventured to suggest that he had hardly 
appreciated the strength of the contention on the other side. Tha 
ease came before the House of Lords on appeal on Monday last, 
and the House unanimously reversed the decision of the Court of 
Appeal. The reasons given by the Lords, so far as we have been 
able to ascertain them, appear to bear out our criticisms. 





Tue utstory of the litigation which culminated last week in the 
sentence of deprivation against Mr. Mackonocure, deserves to be re- 
corded asan interesting example of the extraordinary speed with which 
“ swift-footed justice” pursues an ecclesiastical offender. The 
first suit against Mr. Mackonocure came before the Arches Court of 
Canterbury by letters of request from the Bishop of London to the 
then Dean of Arches (Dr. Lusumxeron) in 1867, when Sir Roneer 
Puitimore, on behalf of the defendant, opposed the admission of the 
articles. The articles were reformed as directed by the court, and, 
in 1868, the case was heard before Sir R. Pamumiore, who had 
succeeded Dr. Lusuineton. After a hearing extending over sixteen 
days, the learned judge, in a judgment which oceupies 130 pages 
in the Law Reports, found that Mr. Macxonocuts had offended against 
the ecclesiastical law in two out of four points then charged against 
him. He admonished the rev. gentleman to abstain from the 
illegal practices. The promoter appealed against the decision as 
regarded the two points on which Sir R. Parxmrore had absolved 
the defendant; and in December of the same year the Judicial 
Committee held that the defendant had offended against the law in 
those points also, and he was admonished to abstain from them. In 
1869 the Judicial Committee were applied to for an order to enforce 
compliance with the monition, and the court held that, as to one 
practice, the monition had been disobeyed, and further admonished 
the defendant to abstain therefrom for the future. In 1870 a 
motion was again made to the Privy Council to enforce obedience 
to the monition. The court found that the defendant had disobeyed 
the monition, and suspended him ab officio et beneficio for three 
months. Here ended the first suit. In 1874 a second suit was 
instituted against Mr. Macxonocure for a variety of offences. The 
charges were held to be established, and the defendant was 
ab officio for six weeks, ani was admonished to desist from the like 
practices for the future. In March, 1878, Lord Penzance, then 
Dean of Arches, declared that Mr. Macxonocum: had dis- 
obeyed this monition, and granted a further monition against 
him, and in the following June Mr. Macxonocure was 
suspended ab officio et beneficio for three years for continued dis- 
obedience. Mr. Macxonocure then obtained from the Queen’s 
Bench Division a writ of prohibition to restrain Lord Pryzance 
from enforcing the sentence of suspension, but this decision was 
subsequently reversed by a majority of the Court of Appeal. Tn 
the meantime, a new suit was instituted, praying for a sentence of 
deprivation against Mr. Macxorocuis. Lord Pxnzance refused to 





been no alternative rate. mo tgp to hold that in the case 
them there was practically no option but to send at the 





grant a deprivation, on the ground that, while the previous 
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sentence was still subsisting, it would not be consistent with the 
maintenance of the authority of the court to pass a fresh sentence. 
The Judicial Committee reversed this decision, and remitted the 
case to the court below to decree such censure or punishment as it 
might think fit, and on Saturday last Lord Penzance pronounced 
It would probably be unsafe to say that 


sentence of deprivation. 
the end of this vista of litigation has yet been reached. 





Tue Acricuttvra, .Horprmes Brit has passed through Com- 
Last week clause 3, 
requiring the previous consent of the landlord to the execution of the 
improvements specified in the first part of the schedule, was agreed 


mittee with very little further alteration. 


to, with the addition of words enabling the consent to be 


given by the agent of the landlord ‘duly authorized in that 
Some doubt was expressed as to whether these words 
were not too wide, and whether they would not include a mere 
Tt would have been better to make the matter 
clear by providing that the ugent must be ‘expressly ”” authorized 


behalf.” 
collector of rents. 


in that behalf; but we apprehend that as a steward or land 
agent, with authority to let from year to year on the usual terms, 
and te receive rents, has no implied authority to make any special 
stipulations (Twrner v. Hutchinson, 2 F. & F. 185), the express 
authority of the landlord will be necessary, in most cases, to enable 
the agent to give the consent. On clause 4, which requires notice 
in writing to be given to the landlord of the intention of the 
tenant to execute draining, and enables the landlord to execute 
the draining himself, and charge the tenant not exceeding five per 
cent. interest on the outlay, the objection we pointed out as soon 
as the Bill was printed was strongly urged. At this rate of 
interest it will take the landlord twenty years to recoup himself 
his outlay ; and by that time the drains will be filled up, and the 
draining will have to be done over again; so that there is little 
chance of any interest on the outlay. Eventually, Mr. Dopson 
agreed to bring up a clause on report which will enable the land- 
lord to charge the tenant ‘‘ with a sum not exceeding five per 
cent. on the outlay incurred in executing the improvement, 
or such a sum as will repay principal and interest at 
per cent. in a term not exceeding twenty-five years.’ The 
clause was amended by the omission of the words ‘on the execu- 
tion thereof,” which seemed to give the tenant who executed 
drainage a right to immediate compensation ; and, as thus amended, 
was agreed to. On clause 5 (which, in the case of tenancies 
current at the commencement of the new Act, substitutes for the com- 
pensation payable under it any specific compensation payable, in 
respect of any improvement in the schedule, under any agreement 
in writing, or custom, or the Act of 1875; and in the case of ten- 
ancies commencing after the commencement of the new Act, sub- 
stitutes for the compensation payable thereunder any “fair and 
reasonable compensation ”’ secured to the tenant ‘by any particu- 
lar agreement in writing,’’ in respect of any improvement in the 
third part of the schedule) a strong attempt was made to define 
more accurately the meaning of ‘fair and reasonable compensa- 
tion,” but the amendment was defeated, and the clause was agreed 
to. Clause 6, containing the regulations as to estimates of im- 
provements, was agreed to after several divisions. On clause 7, 
relating to procedure, Mr. Grecory raised the objection, which we 
strongly urged in commenting on the Bill, that the incorporation 
by reference of the provisions of the Act of 1875 was a very in- 
convenient and clumsy mode of legislation, and Mr. Dopson pro- 
mised to insert all the incorporated provisions in the Bill. On this 
undertaking the clause was agreed to. Subsequently Mr. Grecory 
moved a new clause, providing for the appointment of referees 
and umpires, which was agreed to. Clauses 8 to 10 were agreed 
to. On clause 11, relating to notice to quit, an attempt was made 
to exclude the portion of the clause enabling landlord and tenant to 
agree that the section should not apply, but the amendment was 
defeated by a large majority, and the clause was agreed to. Clauses 
12 to 15 were agreed to. In clause 16, which imposes limitations 
in respect of the things to be distrained by the landlord, amend- 
ments were inserted, on the motion of Sir H. Hortanp, limiting 
the amount recoverable by distress of agisted stock to the price of 
feeding remaining unpaid at the time of the distress ; and exempt- 
ing from distress live stock of all kinds which are the bond fide 





a distress, was struck out, and clauses 20 to 22 were agreed 

clause 23, exempting non-agricultural and small holdi 
Donson accepted an amendment excluding the limit of two ag 
and extending the Act to cottage gardens and allotments jj’ 
under yearly tenancies. The remaining clauses of the Bill wey 
agreed to with slight amendments. A new clause was adjg 
on the motion of Mr. Henxacz, providing for the case 
leases made under powers, and a clause, moved by Sir H. 
providing for the appointment by county court judges of bajlif, 
to distrain, was also added to the Bill. The formation of silos 
and embankments and sluices against floods, were added to the lig 
of improvements in part 1 of the schedule, and the Bill was thy 
reported to the House. 








THE NEW RULES OF COURT. 
III. 


Ir the bulk of interlocutory and ancillary business in any aetin 
were really heard by judges at all, it would be very desirahl 
that the same judge should administer each action throughout its 
course, and in all its stages. But, in fact, not judges, but 

and chief clerks, form the tribunals by which these matters : 
really determined in all but exceptional instances. If, vr, 
a plan had to be framed, not founded on any ideal system, | 
adapted to what experience has shown to be the usual coun 
which business takes in the somewhat elaborate machinery ¢ 
modern litigation, it would probably be thought that, in the matter 


cause under the permanent administration of this inferior and 
subsidiary tribunal than in keeping it under the judge who 
presides over the determination of the leading issues in the 
cause. 

So far as actions in the Chancery Division are concerned, it 
would, perhaps, have been, or would have been thought, dangerous 
to change the ancient habit—that is, the habit which has prevailed 
for thirty years—of assigning each cause to a judge; and the only 
change in this respect which is introduced by the new rules is to 
make the assignment of causes and matters no longer depend upon 
the choice of the litigant, but upon the chance of the rota. Int 
the Queen’s Bench Division, however, causes are (subject toa 
power of transfer) to be assigned, not to judges, but to master 
not at the time of issuing the writ, but at the time when the firs 
application at chambers is made; and then, by the operation of 
some occult arrangement described as ‘‘ such alphabetical division 
of actions as the masters may from time to time arrange,” and 
according to which the applications are to be taken. The master 
who in this way comes by any such application, is at once to mark 
the cause as his own, and all subsequent applications in the action 
are to be taken by him. Some supplementary arrangements by 
which the plan is to be worked out are left to be elaborated by the 
masters themselves; it may be hoped that when they ar 
elaborated and published they will prove satisfactory to all con- 
cerned; it was, no doubt, kind and considerate to the learned 
masters to give them the privilege of this piece of legislation, but 


public if the method had been settled for them. It will be 
understood that this regulation has no application to cai 
proceeding in district registries, where, for obvious reasons, no st 
provision is required. 

It may be here proper to notice that order XXX. contains the 
rovisions relating to the now celebrated summons for directions. 

y it is called a summons for directions is not clear ; every order 

of the court is a direction, and there is nothing more of a directory 
character in this comprehensive summons than in any other. The 
more appropriate name would be that under which it is commonly 
spoken of, ‘‘the omnibus summons”; butsthis would, perhaps, 
have sounded too familiar. But whatever its name, its nature 
effect are described as follows :—It may be taken out at any time, 
in any cause or matter; it may relate to any and every matter or 
proceeding in the cause or matter previous to trial, and it not only 
may, but shall, so far as practicable, include all such matters and 
proceedings; upon the hearing, any party, except the party 





property of » person other than the tenant, and are on the pre- 
mises for scaling purposes. Clause 19, regulating the charges on 


issuing it, may apply for anything else; and if either the party 
ang py yt ; 
issuing it, or any other party, makes any other application, he 1s to 
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of saving time, trouble, and expense, more depended on keeping. 


it may be thought that it would have been more considerate to the 
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z the costs of it, unless he can satisfy the court that the matter 
Mt one which could or ought to have so been included in or asked 
for on the summons for directions. 
“The model summons given in the appendix is brevity itself, as 
it tly omits to specify, by way of example, any subject- 
prayed for ; but the model onder directs that the plaintiff is 
deliver further and better particulars with items of his claim; 
thit the plaintiff and defendant be at liberty to interrogate one 
other; that one of the parties is to be at liberty to examine 
; on commission, the trial being stayed till the return of the 
emmission ; that the action is to be tried in a certain county ; and 
that either party may, without further summons, apply for further 
directions on two clear days’ notice; the costs of this application 
to be costs in the action. As this order is, in the first place, an 
order for further particulars of the plaintiff's claim, it may be in- 
ferred, according to the usual course of things, that the summons 
yas taken out by the defendant, and before pleading; but as the 
defendant cannot by the rules deliver interrogatories without special 
Jeave before pleading, and as a wholesome practice, sanctioned by 
the Court of Appeal, does not allow either party to deliver inter- 
rogatories till the pleadings have disclosed what they have to in- 
terrogate about, it may seem that the master or chief clerk who is 
to have made this ideal order was a little premature, and 
afterwards regretted his precipitation. With respect to 
the commission it would seem more likely that the difficulty would 
arise at a later date than the one suggested by the first part of the 
order; still it might arise early in the cause, and the introduction 
of this topic is a bold stroke. Should, however, this sudden 
emergency or the necessity for any other application arise, the party 
iring to make it must, it would seem, launch his summons for 
directions at once, or be in peril as to his costs; and as he knows 
what he wants now, but does not know what he may want here- 
after, he will, in prudence, ask for everything he may possibly need. 
Asto the place of trial, it is still required that it should be either 
mmed or implied in the statement of claim; the order, therefore, 
is for a change of venue; this order usually depends very much on 
the time when the trial at the place ordered is likely to occur; 
with present means of knowledge, this is not easily known at the 
time when particulars of plaintiff’s claim are ordered ; it will not 
be made at all easier by the trial being stayed till the return of a 
commission to examine witnesses. It was with some curiosity that 
we examined this ideal order, and it is with considerable interest 
that we notice the bold combination ; but it seems probable that 
Reem summonses will be issued before the happy idea of 
the draftsman will be realized. 

It is not all clear, however, that this ideal order was meant to 
betaken seriously, in any other sense than that in which Dr. 
Goldsmith said to Dr. Johnson that one of the kidneys they 
were feasting upon would reach to the moon ¢f it were long 
qough. The Goldsmith of the Rules only means that such an 
onder might be made, if an extraordinary combination of cireum- 
stances occurred. What he really anticipated is contained in the 

ultimate ‘‘ direction,” that either party may apply for anything 
farther on two days! notice. And why might not either party 
have been left at liberty to apply on two days’ notice without any 
summons at all, since the notice is the only really important docu- 
ment? Among the chief reasons for the multiplication of swum- 
monses were the exigency of the Revenue, claiming “‘ judicial fees,”’ 
ind the narrow pedantry of the clerks at chambers, who would 
only issue summonses in stereotyped forms and for single matters. 
This latter obstacle has of late been mitigated, to the great relief 
af all concerned. The ‘omnibus ” summons may perhaps remove 
both obstacles ; but they might both have been removed without it, 
ind, therefore, without introducing this new source of difficulty. 
Ifall that was wanted was that the court should be able to keep 
tinder its eye the history of the case, and the number and character 
ofthe applications, the rule that assigns each cause to a judge or a 
master at once affords the means by which it could be done, and 
done far better than by this clumsy device. When the end to be 
ined has come to be understood, perhaps the “omnibus” may 
le discharged in favour of a lighter vehicle. 
* Another observation remains to be made on the saying clause 
fring liberty to apply for further directions. In the ideal order 
is numbered “5,” following (1) particulars, (2) interrogatories, 
evidence, atid (4) change of venue, and 


these matters, it would nojdoubt occur immediately after the first; 
also after the second ; also after the third; also after the fourth. 
In other words, the litigants, as sensible men, would only ask to 
have an order made about what they understood, but to have leave 
reserved to ask for more, if they should want it, without incurring 
the cost of afresh summons. The ideal order is fully sanctioned 
by being expressly referred to in ord. XXX., r. 2, but it is curious 
that this simple method of making the omnibus summons business- 
like and practical seems not to have occurred to the draftsman of 
the rules until he came to draw the order; otherwise, he would 
no doubt have said in the rule that the summons might from time 
to time be adjourned, with liberty to either party to bring it on for- 
further directions on two days’ notice. Yet, again, if he had said 
this, he would immediately have perceived that, coupling this 
standing adjournment of the hearing with this standing liberty to 
either party (not only, as in the rule, the party “‘to whom the 
summons is addressed”) to ask for any further direction, the 
enumeration of matters in the original summons would be an idle 
formality, and the provision in rule 3, as to separate applications, a 
piece of superfluous legislation ; since no conceivable reason can be 
given why any new summons should ever be required. All then 
that would be required would be to say, that any party who is the 
first to require an interlocutory order which can be made at 
chambers, should take out a summons, on the hearing of which 
any interlocutory order might, on such terms as to notice or other- 
wise as should seem just, be made in favour of either party, and 
which should, from time to time, be adjourned, with liberty to 
either party to bring it on upon a two days’ notice stating the 
nature of the application. But, again, if this were the rule, it 
might be asked, what would be the use of the summons at all, and 
why should not the notice suffice? As the matter stands, the 
order goes beyond the rule, and in doimg so makes the rule 
ridiculous, and the summons superfluous, except, indeed, as (in the 
way above suggested) a record of the proceedings in the action. 

It may, perhaps, be assumed, though it is not so stated, that 
if any ‘‘ direction” is imperfectly complied with (as, for instance, 
in respect to particulars, answers to interrogatories, discovery of 
documents, &c.), the ‘‘further directions” may include a direction 
for better compliance with it; otherwise the numerous applications 
which are due to imperfect obedience, or what is alleged to be 
such, will find no relief from the new rule. 








IMPLICATION OF A CONTRACT WHERE 
THE CONTRACT ACTUALLY MADE 
CANNOT BE ENFORCED. 


Tur case of Britain v. Rossiter (L. R. 11 Q. B. D. 128) raised a 
point of considerable interest, and one which illustrates some of 
the essential principles of the law of contract. The facts of the 
case were these :—The plaintiff had entered into the defendant’s 
service upon a contract to serve for a year, commencing from a 
future date, and there being no writing to satisfy the 4th section of 
the Statute of Frauds, no action could be brought on the contract 
originally made between the parties. After the plaintiff had 
served for some months, he was dismissed without notice. He 
brought an action for such dismissal. It was contended for the 
plaintiff that, even if the original contract could not be sued upon, 
another contract for a year could be implied from the acts of the 
parties. It was also urged that the equitable doctrine of part 
performance applied. The court disposed of this latter contention 
by holding that that docrine applies only in the case of contracts 
relating to the sale of interests in land, and with this part of the 
case our present observations are not concerned. It is the question 
with re to the implication of a fresh contract that we are 
considering. The basis of the contention of the counsel for the 
plaintiff on this point, as stated in the report, is plainly fallacious. 
He commenced his argument by contending that a contract falling 
within the prohibition of the 4th section of the Statute of Frauds 
is void, and therefore might be treated as non-existing, leaving the 
ground open for the inference of another contract. it is clearly 
not so, the words of the section being merely, ‘no action shall be 
brought upon” such contract; but, even if the contract were void, 
it does not follow that it could be treated as non-existent for all- 





In‘ real order, which should contain 


purposes. The court held, on the authority of Snelling v. Hanting- 
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field (1 C. M. & R. 20), that, there being an actual contract in 
existence, though no one could be sued upon it, the acts of the 
parties must be referred to that contract, and thus no new contract 
could be implied from such acts. 

This seems good law and logic, at any rate as applied to the 
contention of the plaintiff in this case. If it were otherwise the 
result would practically be that the 4th section of the Statute of 
Frauds would only apply to cases where the consideration is wholly 
unexecuted, which can hardly be the case. As a fact, the parties 
were acting under the contract actually entered into between 
them, and to say that a fresh contract could be implied in precisely 
the same terms as the contract invalidated by the statute, because 
part of the consideration was executed, would seem inconsistent 
with the express terms of the section, which makes no distinction 
between executed and executory contracts. We are not quite sure, 
however, that if the doctrine laid down by the court were logically 
carried out to the full extent of the terms used by some of its 
members, there might not be some difficulty in reconciling it with 
some of the well-established doctrines of the law, as, for instance, 
the doctrine (before Walsh v. Lonsdale, 31 W. R. 109, 
upset all the rules on this subject), which, where there had 
been an entry under an agreement for a lease for more than three 
years, made the party entering tenant from year to year upon such 
of the terms of the agreement as were applicable to a tenancy from 
year to year. If the existence of the real contract is to rebut all 
possibility of a contract by implication between the parties, it is, 
perhaps, difficult to understand how any implication of a tenancy 
from year to year could, in such a case, be made. 

But, assuming that the result arrived at was, on whatever 
ground, correct (as we think it was) another difficulty arises, which 
was pointed out by one of the Lords Justices of Appeal in his 
judgment. He said:—‘It appears to have been held that, 
though there may be no right to recover on an executory 
contract, nevertheless, if it has been executed to the extent 
of the contractee entering upon the service, that is enough 
to entitle him to be paid for his services, and, if we were 
not bound by authority, it would be difficult to understand 
why, if the plaintiff can sue for services rendered, he should not 
equally be entitled to allege that he shall not be dismissed without 
notice.” It is perhaps difficult, as a matter of strict logic, upon 
the grounds given by the court, to reconcile the implication of the 
promise to pay wages with the refusal to imply a promise not to 
dismiss without reasonable notice, but it is tolerably obvious that there 
is a substantial distinction between the two implications. In the 
ease of certain executed considerations moved by a previous request 
an implied promise arises, as in the case of work done, money 
advanced, and such like. Now, in this case, there is clearly a pre- 
vious request ; and, therefore, independently of an existing con- 
tract, a promise to pay for the services might, in the ordi course 
of things, be implied. But it is obvious that an implication with 
regard to notice of dismissal is a very different thing. The 
implication of a promise to pay for services actually ren- 
dered is so obviously demanded by the requirements of 

justice that it may possibly be almost said to be an implication 
of law, though we doubt the correctness of the term. The other 
implication is, really, much more one of fact. From the circum- 
stances of the t, and the nature of the employment, it 
might, no doubt, be reasonably inferred, if no express actual con- 
tract had been made, that the implied understanding was for 
reasonable notice. But it is obvious, when there is an actual con- 
tract, that to imply any other than the actual contract in that 
respect would be contrary to the fact, and might involve 
hardship on the employer; whereas to imply the actual 
contract afresh would be to disregard the ‘statute. The 
service for some months being an executed consideration, there 
is nothing ant to justice or inconsistent with fact, but 
the contrary, in raising therefrom the usual legal implication of a 
promise to pay for such service ; but, with regard to an executory 
portion of the contract, viz., the mutual promises to serve and to 
pay wages for a future period, you must cither apply afresh the 
actual contract, viz., for a year’s engagement, which would be 
to fly in the face of the statute, or you a ay different 


contract, viz., for reasonable notice, which would ap to be 
equally inadmissible for the reason that the facts really do not give 
rise to that , and you would be i ing a contract 
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cation of the contract to pay wages for the services ren 
not inconsistent with the original contract, nor is it, in s 
contrary to the statute. It merely comes to this. The o 
contract being abortive, the law, with regard to that portion tit 
that has been executed, implies a promise consistent with the rl 
intention of the parties, and to give effect to this portion of it isng 
in contravention of the objects of the statute. It would not ) 
correct, as it seems to us, to say that, where there is an achyl 
contract that cannot be enforced, the law cannot imply a contract, 
in the sense that the law may not draw the ordu rem 
quoad the executed consideration, thus giving effect in part to # 
real intention of the parties; but it does seem to us to be truety 
say that, with regard to matters in futuro, such as a future period 
of service, no contract can, asa matter of fact, be considered 
exist but the real one, which cannot be enforced. 
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REVIEWS. 


REAL PROPERTY. 


THE MopErn LAw oF REAL PROPERTY, WITH AN INTRODUCTION Ry 
THE STUDENT AND AN APPENDIX CONTAINING THE LIMITATIoy 
Act, 1874; THE VENDOR AND PurcHASER Act, 1874; THE Lap 
TRANSFER Act, 1875; THE SETTLED Estares Act, 1877; tm 
ConvEyancine Acts, 1881, 1882; THE SETTLED Lanp 
1882; THE Marrrep WoMEN’s Property Act, 1882. By 
Lovis ARTHUR GOODEVE, Barrister-at-Law. Maxwell & Son, 
At the present day real property law is systematically studied 

by a pan oes bi It is a subject of large extent and no 

intrinsic difficulty, of which the tical importance is now 80 far 
diminished, that few think a profound knowledge of it worth the 
pains which must be spent in its pursuit. Therefore every book 
which aims at enlightening the general ignorance and at converting 
popular indifference into interest, deserves to be received with some 
sympathy by those whose interest in the study is already aroused. We 
shall be if these results are promoted by Mr. Goodeve’s efforts, 
His work, as he informs us in 


is preface (p. v.), was “desi 
especially for students”; and this fact explains, an 


a 


rhaps justifie 
the diffuseness of its style. But we cannot help thinking, though 
the author (p. vi.) is Ps different opinion, that at least equal clear 
ness might have attained with greater brevity; and that the 
omission of the enormous — of 184 pages, consisting of enact 
ments which (with one doubtful exception) must long ago have reachel 
the hands of most students of the law, would have done more aa 
than harm. A + deal in the chapters on Powers and on the 

of Limitation is very well expressed, and the book contains & very 
comprehensive of the modern law of real property. The 
observations which we feel constrained to make are chiefly concerned 
with the more ancient part of the law, into which Mr. Goodeve ways 
that it has constantly been necessary to carry the reader, tho it 
has been no part of his design to dwell on the past more is 

n for a clear an i hical exposition of the ' 
law at the present time.” . Goodeve’s references t 

this branch of legal study we have certainly noticed som 
remarks and statements in which we are not to concur. The 
author very truly says (p. 360), that before the 4 Geo. 2, c. 28, a rent 
charge needed an express power of distress; but he gives as the 
reason, “ for since the Statute of Quia Emptores the grantor ms 
with the fee is without any reversion”; as though, even before 
Emptores, a grantor parting with the fee would have had any rever- 
sion ; and he adds (p. 361), ‘‘ without a reversion there cannot bes 
rent-service,” which is in contradiction of Littleton and Lord Coke, 
who reckon rent incident only to the tenure among rent-service 
When the author says (p. 26) of socage, that ‘comparatively few 
lands were, in ancient times, the subject of this tenure,” we 
that he has failed to distinguish socage tenure in te from 
socage tenure held of a subject. It is true that the « : ape 
the land was held of the Crown by tenure in chivalry, but it is als 
true that the greater was held by tenure in socage of the 
tenants in chivalry. was nothing pF ca land from — 
held at the same time (of course, by rent persons) by re 
tenures ; and it is probable that there never was a time since 
accession of III. at which the greater part of the land under 
cultivation was not held in . other remark about tenure 
calls for some observation. ‘ remains,” says the author (ge 
36), ‘‘to mention @ tenure now obsolete—tenure, erg f in 
Marriage”; and he adds (p. 37), ‘‘ this whimsical sort of tenure has, 
however, now long become obsolete.” F was not a tenure, 
but an estate in special tail ; and its frequen’ 


an eon oe ete tlhe On mare Ont teow e 2c ase Sm 
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«tually inconsistent with the intention of the parties, The impli- 


t during some 
centuries is enough to show that it was much too practical a matte 
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fo have anything whimsical about it. It was at one time the common 
form of marriage settlement. Before the Statute De donis the estate 
was 9 conditional fee. And here we may remark that, after the birth 
of isue of the prescribed kind, charges made by the tenant of a 
aditional fee were not only ‘‘ binding against his issue” (p. 64), but 
were also binding against the lord’s reverter upon failure of issue. 
In reference to another kind of fee, the author says (p. 84) :—“ The 
nature of a base fee will be best understood by illustration. A grant 
to A. and his heirs, tenants of the manor of Dale, is a base fee.” It 
jg true that Lord Coke had a habit, which we regard as an unfortunate 
one, of lumping together all fees, — fees simple and conditional 
fees, under the general term ‘‘ qualified or base fee.” But we do 
not think that he meant to apply the term “‘ base fee” to all of them ; 
and it is certain that the common practice, both of Lord Coke and of 
other writers, has been to confine the term ‘‘ base fee” to those fees 
which arise by the barring of an estate tail as against only the issue 
in teil. These fees are distinguished by very remarkable character- 
istics from the fees of which Mr. Goodeve gives the above-cited 
example; and we fear that this illustration will not be found the best 

le means to make the term clearly understood. These remarks 
might be extended; but we have said enough to show that there are 
some matters which, in our opinion, require revision. 





LAW LEXICON. 
Waarton’s Law Lexicon. SEVENTH EpitTion. By J. M. Lety, Esq., 


TON FoR Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons. 
ue Mr. Lely has subjected this edition of Wharton to jemieeee con- 
7; om densation, and while thus rendering the book less bulky, has added new 
" Aor, articles which will be of much service to the reader. Among the new 
2. By articles he has contributed, that on Intoxicating Liquors may be in- 
& Son, stanced as especially terse and complete. The omissions and defects 
on which we commented in reviewing the last edition have been 
od a supplied, and we observe in several of the old articles the marks of 
a careful revision. That the work is not yet complete may. be due to 
80 far the circumstance that the attention of the successive editors, who have 
th the been members of the common law bar, has naturally not been greatly 
y book directed to the technicalities of equity and conveyancing practice. 
verting sade’ note the following as subjects calling for attention in the 
h some next edition. There should be a separate article on ‘‘ Consolidation 
d. We of Mortgages,” and this subject should not be confused with ing, 
efforts, asit is to a considerable extent in the article upon the latter subject, 
signed which, by the way, omits to mention section 17 of the Conveyancing 
stifies, Act, 1881. Reference should be made, in the article on ‘‘ Acknowledg- 
hough ments of a Wife’s Assurance,” to the important alterations in the mode 
clear- of taking acknowledgments made by the Conveyancing Act, 1882. 
at the An article should be added on warrant to enter satisfaction of a 


oo a of copyholds. The introductory ph of the article, 
* , Covenants for,” should be altered. Itis not correct to say 
that ‘‘in every conveyance made on or after the Ist of January, 
1882, certain covenants for title are implied by virtue of 


FLEE 


» Very the 7th section of the Conveyancing Act, 1881”; as certain pur- 

The chasers under some a which have come under our notice, 
yerned in which the magic words necessary to bring into operation the 
Ae covenants have been omitted, may discover to their cost. 





DISCOVERY. 


Tae Law AND PRACTICE oF DIscovERY IN THE SUPREME COURT OF 
sme By CLARENCE JoHN PEILz, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
ynes. 


Mr. Peile gives in this volume an elaborate and systematic treatise 
on Discovery. He commences by a discussion of the proceedings in 
which and parties between whom it is obtainable; then considers the 
stage at which discovery is obtainable, following this up by the treat- 
ment of objections to discovery ; discovery by interrogatories, answers 
to interrogatories ; discovery of documents, inspection of Bro rty, 
and consequences of failure to give discovery. He then we in a 
_— — with disco in icular actions, and concludes 

a as to costs. It be seen that the book is very 
comprehensive and covers the whole subject. Under each head Mr. 
Peile collects a large number of authorities, and in the instances to 
which we have referred he states their effect with much clearness and 
The whole book shows signs of care and ability, and when 

d and adapted to the. newrules—as we should suppose will be 
done in a fresh issue—will be of much service to the practitioner. 
There is an excellent table of multiple references to the cases cited. 

We have received a copy of an index to the new rules, by Mr. 
M.D. Chalmers and Mr. it. Muir Mackenzie, published b ie 

ens & Sons, which we propose to notice more fully hereafter, 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


JUDICIAL DISCRETION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Sir,—I think solicitors are indebted to you for the remarks in 
your number of the 14th inst. (p. 613) upon rule 11 of the new rules. 

There is a real , not only as regards costs, but other 
matters also, that too much may be left to the discretion of j 
on the assumption, apparently, that their “discretion” is i 
her’ Majety's:jaiges have fexpemiy given stiaanes 0, sia 

er j s ju ve y given 
expressions on the ll of the moment, which, if they had fallen 
from unpaid —— or chairmen of sessions, would 
have at once called forth the unqualified con ion of the press 
and the public ? 

I call your attention to the enclosed cutting from a newspaper, 
containing certain expressions of a learned judge with respect to the 
(ae gs a ry, oe bang i in a case as to whi 

e ju apparently took a very strong view. 

As a matter of opinion, and judging only from the per 
report (for I have nothing to do wi e case in question), I do not 
think it particularly wonderful that the jury disagreed ; but, however 
clear the case may have been, can anything justify such i 
as those which I have put in italics, with regard to a case which has 
yet to be tried at the next assizes, and before jurymen, some of 
whom at least are pretty certain to have read the judge’s words ? 

Would not any judge, if these words had occurred in a opr, dad 
article, have characterized them as improper ? 3 

[Our correspondent encloses the following extract from the 
Western Mail, of the 19th inst..:— 

‘« In sentencing a prisoner at the Breconshire Summer Assizes on 
Wednesday, Mr. Justice Field said:—‘ I was going to say that this 
case has been as clearly proved as any case tried at these assizes, but 
I should be wrong in stating that, because there was a case tried on 
Tuesday which, to my intense astonishment, resulted in the jury not 
being able to agree. I do not know what view tlemen of the 
jury in these counties take of their duties, and it is not for me to 
dictate to them at all, but I wish to point out for the information 
of the public at large, as well as those Pap who are likely to 
serve upon juries, that if it is found that crime goes free because 
juries will not, for some reason or other, or convict, it will 
inevitably lead to the necessity of the consideration whether the 
institution should be continued or not. I have now travelled this 
circuit for the first time in my judicial career, and I witness with 
great regret the tendency not to convict. That destroys confidence in 
~ page pa of justice. Justice pana re to 

ike, and if we once get into a system of acquitting for no reason 
it will lead, I fear, to a I have stated.’ His lordship, having 
sentenced the prisoner, added that he feared there was also a tendency 
to careless rowdyism, and afterwards, again referring to the Penderyn 
outrage case, added, ‘I say nothing of drunken, revolting cruelty. 
How men can be found to ill-treat an old man in that manner passes — 

sti 

and not mine, 


i 


comprehension, and why the jury could not agree the matter 


more my comprehension. But it is their i 
and hope they are satisfied they did their duty.’ ”] 








a retort upon one of her Majesty’s judges. I m 
my hon. and learned friend the member for Bridport means 

reform ought not to be introduced 
it being sent to all the 


On the 19th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. Warton asked the 
Attorney-General whether his attention had been called to the observa- 
tions of Mr. Justice Hawkins, in ing the grand jury at Durham on 
the 16th inst., to the effect that he that the details of the 
Criminal Appeal Bill had been kept secret from the judges, and that, in 
his opinion, the Bill was uncalled-for and unn: ; Whether it was 
the fact, as stated by that learned judge, that the of the Bill had 
been kept secret from her Majesty’s judges; and if he could state whether 
out, Gok: © teas hoe of the twenty-two judges who, under the 

» would be members of the Court of Criminal had been made 
uainted with, and had expressed their of, the details of the 
Bill. The Attorney-General said :—*‘ I have seen a report of a 
statement by Mr. Justice Hawkins to the effect menti in the question. 
i trent heey ite Sele ele ee ee ee 
the learned judge. But, even if he is correctly reported, I think the 
House will agree with me that I er ak colada 
however, —— 


‘ 


that a Bill effecting a legal 
House by the Government without a copy of sen’ 
in cuder then thelr egppuosel tony be ebteinell BABE the Bill is 
with, I must, in the public interests, entirely 

t from 


dissent 
u dissen suggestion of 
because ctng therefore % 
them. I have 


ree 
1k pA 
bigs 
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but which wo mention now as affording a convenient guido to prac- 
titioners, are given both to the orders and rules, and 
also to the pages. 


the 
not sent to all the judges, 
stated hah in this Hi 
copies of the 
Chief Justice.”’ 


M4 


Appeal Bill to certain judges, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


LiavipaTion—Jornt AND Szparatz Esrare—Saz or Jorst Estate To 
Desrors—REPRESENTATION AS TO SuRPLUs oF SzePpaRaTE Estatre—Errect on 
Ricuts or Creprror on BoTH Jorst anp Seraratve Estares.—In a case 
of Ex parte Lovering, before the Court of Appeal on the 19:h inst., a ques- 
tion arose as to the effect of a sale by the joint creditors of two ers of 
the joint estate to thedebtors, coupled with a representation as tothe amount 
of the surplus of one of the separate estates, upon the right of a joint 
creditor, who was also, in respect of the same debt, a separate creditor 
of each of the debtors, to prove against one of the separate estates. Two 
brothers, who carried on business in partnership, in 1879 filed a liquidation 
petition. They were indebted to the executors of their father in the sum 
of £5,700, under a joint and several covenant with the father for the 
payment of that amount. The trade debts of the firm were only £1,560, 
and in addition to this there was the debt of £5,700 to the father’s execu- 
tors. The statement of affairs produced at the first meeting of the joint 
creditors under the petition showed these joint debts, and also that the 
joint assets amounted to about £4,700. There was also handed to each of 
the creditors present at the meeting a lithographed document which con- 
tained a statement that there would be a surplus of £500 coming from the 
separate estate of A., one of the sons, to the joint estate. If the execu- 
tors of the father had proved on the covenant against this separate estate 
there could have been no surplus at all, but, on the contrary, the estate 
could not have paid twenty shillings in the pound. At this meeting the 
joint creditors resolved on a liquidation by ement and appointed a 
trustee. The joint assets consisted mainly of book debts to the amount 
of £4,000, which was due from a very large number of debtors for very 
small amounts, and it was considered that, if thesejdebts were collected by 
the trustee in the ordinary way, the cost of collecting them would be as 
much or more than they were worth, and that the only way in which they 
could be profitably collected would be by the debtors carrying on the 
business as a going concern. For this reason the joint creditors at a sub- 
sequent meeting resolved, under section 28 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, 
to sell the joint estate to the debtors, on the terms of their paying to the 
joint creditors a composition of six shillings in the pound, the estate being 
re-assigned to the trustee as a security for the payment of the composi- 
tion. The separate creditors of A. had passed liquidation resolutions and 
appointed the same trustee. Under the arrangement the trustee allowed 
the debtors to take ssion of A.’s separate estate. By means of it the 
separate creditors of A., other than the father’s executors, were paid in full, 
and part of the estate was mortgaged to raise money to pay the composi- 
tion to the joint creditors. No discharge was given to A. under the 
separate liquidation. The executors took part in the proceedings at 
both the meetings of the joint creditors. The composition was paid to 
the joint creditors, and the debtors carried on the business for four years, 
when the father’s executors for the first time sent in a claim to prove 
against A.’s se estate. The court (Brett, M.R., and Corron and 
Bowen, L.JJ.) held that under the circumstances the proof ought not to 
be admitted. Brerr, M.R., said that the question was whether any 
representation was made, either expressly or by implication, by the execu- 
tors to the debtors which was the foundation of the agreement of pur- 
chase and sale. If the claim of the executors against the separate estate 
of A. was not to be given up, the statement made as to the surplus of that 
estate was obviously meaningless, and must have been so to both parties. 

that if that claim was made on the separate 


It was impossible to sw 
estate there could have been that surplus. If that was so, what did that 
business sense? It could 


statement of a surplus mean in 2 

only mean, If you buy the joint estate on the terms pro- 
posed, there is a surplus from the . aepernee estate of A. which will go to 
enable you to do that which you ertake to do, and that could only be 
true if the meaning was, We, the executors, have no claim against that 
— estate. The executors, though they were, no doubt, dealing in 
relation to the joint estate, made that which was equivalent to a represen- 
tation to the debtors that in respect of that debt of the executors they had 
no claim against the separate estate. On the whole, his lordship came to 
the conclusion that that was the foundation of the agreement for the sale 
of the joint estate, and, the agreement having been entered into on the 
faith of that tation, the tation was binding on the execu- 
tors. Corros, L.J., said the question was whether the executors had not 
—— precluded themselves from ranking as creditors of the separate 
estate. From the statement made at the first meeting it must have 
appeared, to anyone who knew anything about the matter, that the execu- 
tors were not treated as creditors of the separate estate, and on that foot- 
ing the bargain for the sale of the joint estate was entered into. The 
statement made was one of a fact, and the effect of it was that the execu- 
tors would not rank as separate creditors. As a matter of law the state- 
ment was erroneous, but it was made as a statement, not of law, but of 
something which was going to take place—that the executors were not going 
to rank as creditors of the estate—and on the footing of that 
statement the oe was made that the debtors should buy the joint 
estate on pa shillings in the pound to the joint creditors. That 
composition been paid, and the executors must be treated as having 
had the benefit of it on the footing that they were not to rank as creditors 
«Af the estate. Whether they knew the law or not was immaterial. 
Alths no bargain was entered into which bound the separate creditors 


as euch, yt the executors, having assented tw the bargain on a certain foot- 
ing, ond had the benefit of it, could not now hark back on their 
right y A it against the estate, Bowen, L.J., con- 
are » John Nicholls & Grant 3 Plunkett & Leader. 





Inrant—Custopy—Ricuts or Fatuer.—In a case of In re Aga 
before the Court of Appeal on the 24th inst., a question arose as #4 
rights of a father with to the custody of his infant chil@ 
father and mother were of different religious persuasions, the fath 
a member of the Church of England, the mother a Roman @ 
After the marriage differences arose between the husband and wife 
religious education of the children, and she, in opposition to her hushay 
wishes, i the children in the doctrines of the Roman (ay, 
religion and took them to confession. Ultimately the husband and gi, | 
separated, and the children were made wards of court. Applications 
made to the court for directions as to the education of the children , 
the court restrained the mother from taking them to Roman Gath 
places of worship without the father’s consent. The father removed %, 
children from the care of the mother, and placed them under the cays, 
other persons for their education, and a great restrictions upon ¢9 
nication between them and their mother. After several years the: 
consented to the second daughter practising the Roman Catholic rel} 
subject to his control, and to her attending the services.of the Roms, 
Catholic Church. The lady under whose care the daughter had beg 
placed being about to spend several weeks abroad, the mother ay 
daughter (the daughter being nearly seventeen) applied to the court tha 
the daughter might be allowed to spend her vacation with her 
The father opposed the sppioation, and Pearson, J., held that he 
not, in the absence of any fault on the part of the father, interfere 
his legal right to control the custody of his child. His lordship 
ingly dismissed the application, and his decision was affirmed by the Court 
of Appeal (Brett, M.R., and Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.). RETT, MR, 
said that the father, though he had not absolutely forbidden all com. 
spondence between mother and daughter, had insisted that every lett 
written by the daughter should be shown to a person nominated iil 
and that every letter received from the mother by the da 
should be read by some person, no relation to either mother @ 
daughter. They had asked for an order that free access might 
had between them, and that the correspondence might be fie, 
and also that, whereas the daughter had been allowed to see he 
mother once a month, they might now be allowed to see one anothe 
whenever they pleased, not at the mother’s house, but at the house which 
the father had appointed for the child to reside at. This having bem 
refused by the father, they had petitioned the court that they might } 
allowed to correspond freely, without their correnondenet being subjected 
to that strange control which had been imposed by the father. The cont 
roposed that the mother should be allowed access to her daughter oncea 
ortnight, and also that their correspondence should not be subjected t 
this sort of supervision. These modifications were refused by the , 
and the court was told that all this was done from a fear lest the affection 
of his ors to himself should be altered. It had been argued that 
when a girl attained the age of sixteen her father had no longer any right 
to her control or custody; that the girl was emancipated and free, and 
that the court ought so to declare. Then it was said that there was 
authority showing that when a girl, aged sixteen, absented herself from 
her father and went to live with other people, the court, on a habeas 
issued by the father, would see the girl and ascertain from hor wa 
her views were, and, if she were content to remain where she was, 
not compel her to return to the custody of her father. It was 
further, that this court would interfere in the case of a testamen 
guardian, and forbid the exercise by him of the control over the infant 
given to him by law. His lordship could not accede to these arguments. 
By the law of England the father had control over the person and 
education of his children until they attained twenty-one years: It 
was also the law of England that if anyone alleged that another was under 
illegal control, he might apply for a writ of habeas corpus, and have the pet 
son so controlled brought up before the court. The question for the 
courtwas whether the person was in illegal custody without his hie | 
Now, up to a certain age infant children could not consent or with 
consent, The law as a general rule had fixed on a certain age, in the case 
of a boy at fourteen, and in the case of a girl at sixteen, up to which th 
court would not, upon an application for habeas corpus as between father 
and child, inquire as to whether the child did or did not consent to 
in the opr where it might be. But after that age the court would inquire 

if it should be ed that the infant, no longer a child, was con- 
senting to remain in the place where it was, then the ground for 
a habeas corpus failed. cases referred to as to the writ of habeas 
had no application, as this young lady was not away from her father, 
under his control, and any order made upon the petition would be in effed 
against the father to remove her from his custody. ‘Then, with respect 
the testamentary guardian, he was a creature of law, and nature % 
nothing to do with him. The law of England recognized the rights of 
father, not as the guardian, but because he was the father of c 
and if recognized as their n merely, his rights would probably b 
limited. father had greater rights than the testamen 
any other guardian could have, testamenta 
on to feel affection for his ward, he was not call 


rights of the father because he was not the father. The rights of the 

were recognized, because he was the father ; his duties as a father were recog- 
nized, because they were natural duties, The natural duties of a father 
were to treat his children with the utmost affection and with infinite ten- 
derness ; to forgive his children for any slip whatever and under all 
stances, None of these duties were duties of the testamen 

The law recognized those duties, from which if a father broke he broke 
from everything which nature called upon him to do ; and although thela¥ 
might not be able to insist upon their performance, it was because the | 
recognized them, and knew that in almost every case the natural feelings 
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dhe father would prevail, that the law trusted that the father would perform 
natural duties, and did not, and, indeed, could not, inquire how they 
bata rmed. The right of the father thus recognized was not a 
’s, but a paternal right; the right of a father because he was a 

her, which was far higher than that of any guardian, and this because 
the law reposed trust in the father that he would perform his natural 
. There were, no doubt, cases which showed the limits of this doc- 
wine. If the father, by his iamoral conduct, had become a person unfit, 
it s of every one, to perform his duties to his child and to claim 
the rights of a father towards his child, then, if the child was a 
ward of court—for otherwise the court had no jurisdiction whatever— 
e court would interfere. So, also, if the father had allowed certain 
to be done, and then, by capricious change of purpose, had ordered 
the contrary, to the injury of the child, the court would not allow that 
apricious change of mind to take effect, though if the thing had been done 
mally the court could not have interfered. His lordship was not 


uF 


to say whether, when the child was a ward of court, and the 
of the father was such as to exhaust all patience—such, for 
ce, as cruelty or pitiless spitefulness carried to a great extent—the 
court might not interfere. But such interference would be exercised only 
jn the utmost need, and in most extreme cases. It was impossible to lay 
the rule of the court more clearly than had been done by Bacon, 
V.C., in Re Plowley. In saying that this court, ‘‘ whatever be its authority 
or jurisdiction, has no authority to interfere with the sacred right of a 
er over his own children,’’ the learned Vice-Chancellor had summed 
all that his lordship intended to say. The rights of the father were 
sacred rights, because his duties were sacred ; but the rights of the testa- 
mentary dian were legal rights, and legal rights only. With those 
sacred rights the court had not interfered, and would not interfere, unless 
the conduct of the father had been such as to give the court that authority. 
Ifthe father had been guilty of gross immorality, so as to make it im- 
proper that he should be guardian of any child, or if he was influenced by 
Picked, causeless caprice, which must be detrimental to the interests of the 
child, then the court would interfere to prevent contamination or injury. 
In the present case there was no charge made against the father of 
conduct such as would authorize the court in interfering. If it had been 
made to appear that the father had refused his consent for the purpose of 
exercising any further pressure on his daughter to induce her to change 
her religion, there would have been that capricious change of purpose 
which would have called for the interference of the court. It was not 
alleged that this strange insistence on the part of the father, for the sake, 
as was alleged, of preserving the affections of the child, was for the 
of exercising any pressure upon the daughter as to her religion. 
aly strange it might appear, that was a matter which the court 
certainly could not inquire into, but it must act on the general rule, and 
say that, on account of the general credit which the law gave to the 
natural affection of the father, the case was not within any of the rules 
which authorized the court to interfere. Corron and Bowen, L.JJ., con- 
curred.—Soricrrors, Bowlings, Foyer, § Hordern ; Harting, Son, § Elits. 





Vexatious LiticaTIon—REstTRAINING PRroceEDINGsS—Lis ALIBI PENDENS— 
Acrion ny Derenpant In Forrien Court.—In a case of Hyman v. Helm, 
before the Court of Appeal on the 11th inst., a question arose as to the 
oe of the court to restrain the defendant to an action in this country 

commencing or continuing proceedings in a foreign court in relation 
tothe same subject-matter. The plaintiffs were merchants, carrying on 
business in San Francisco, and they resided in San Francisco. The de- 
fendants were commission agents, carrying on business in Manchester. 
The action was commenced in the Chancery Division in October, 1882. 
Theplaintiffs, by their statement of claim, alleged that, from 1875 down to 
the end of August, 1882, they employed the defendants as their agents to 
make purchases of goods on their behalf in this country, and to forward 
the same to them in San Francisco, the terms of the employment being 
contained in a letter, dated the 6th of July, 1875, written by the defend- 
ants to the plaintiffs. ‘The plaintiffs alleged that they had recently dis- 
covered that the defendants had constantly violated the terms of the 
ent, and had made large profits in respect of the agency, over and 

ethe profits allowed by the agreement, and, in particular, had im- 
properly ch rh sagen 4 with more than the prices which they had 
actually paid for goods purchased by them on behalf of the plaintiffs. 
And the plaintiffs claimed an account of all the dealings and transactions 
of the defendants as the plaintiffs’ agents, the acccunt being taken so as 
to charge the defendants with all profits in excess of those allowed by the 
meen, and payment by the defendants to the plaintiffs of what 
id be found due on the taking of the account. The plaintiffs also 
claimed damages for the ee acts of the defendants. The defend- 
ants, by their statement of defence, alleged that the agreement between 
themselves and the plaintiffs really was that the defendants should act as 
principals, and not as agents, and should, as vendors, supply the plaintiffs 


with the 4 ordered at a fair rate, and should, as vendors, give or allow 
the plaintiffs discounts at the usual trade rates according to the custom of 
the market. ‘The defendants said that accounts had been from time to 


time stated and settled between them and the plaintiffs on this footing, 
the last of such accounts being made up and sent in to the plaintiffs in 
June, 1882, and that the plaintiffs had made remittances to the defendants 
in reduction of the amount due to them on that account, but that there 
still remained a balance of £2,880 duo to the defendants from the plain- 
tiffs. The action had not yet been tried. On the 27th of April, 1883, 
the plaintiffs applied to Chitty, J., for an injunction to restrain the 
eet from commencing proceedings (as they had threatened to do) 


on the ground that such proceedings would be vexatious and oppressive. 
The plaintiffs offered to bring into court in the English action the sum 
claimed by the defendants. itty, J. (ante, p. 449), refused the applica- 
tion. The plaintiffsappealed. Meanwhile the defendants had commenced 
an action in San Francisco against the plaintiffs to recover the £2,880, and 
the plaintiffs now claimed an injunction to restrain the proceedings in 
that action. The court (Brerr, M.R., Corron and Bowsgn, L.JJ.) 
affirmed the decision of Chitty, J. Brerr, M.R., said that it was 
perfectly clear that no case had been made out for the application, unless 
it was that the existence of the two actions at the same time was vexa- 
tious and oppressive to the plaintiffs. The question was whether the 
court could say that the bringing of the action by the defendants in San 
Francisco was within the rule against vexatious and oppressive multiplica- 
tion of actions which enabled the court to interfere. It was said that the 
contract was an English contract; that its fulfilment took place in Eng- 
land; that all the plaintiffs’ witnesses were in England ; and that, there- 
fore, it was vexatious for the defendants to bring the action in San 
Francisco. If that was so, it would be equally a ground for the 
interference of the court, even if there had been no action in England at 
all. The vexation would be on the ground that the action was brought in 
a place inconvenient to the plaintiffs. That was not a vexation on which 
the court could act. It lay on the person who applied for the inter- 
ference of the court to show that there was vexation to him, and he did not 
satisfy this obligation by merely showing that there were two actions. He 
must go further. If two actions were brought in England by the same 
plaintiff against the same defendant for the same cause of action, primd 
facie that would be vexatious, and would be a ground for the interference 
of the court. Whether the same vexation would arise when there was an 
action and a cross-action was a very different question. Primd facie his 
lordship should say it would not. Whether, since the Judicature Act, it 
might not be vexatious for a defendant to bring a cross-action instead of 
a counter-claim, his lordship would not give any opinion, forthe point did 
not now arise. In M’ Henry v. Lewis (L. R. 22 Ch. D. 397, ante, p. 101), it 
was laid down that, if there were two actions by the same plaintiff agamst 
the same defendant, one in England and the other in a foreign court, the 
same primd facie case of vexation did not arise as when both the actions 
were in England, because the action in the foreign court might possibly 
be of some advantage to the plaintiff. The defendant must go on to 
show that in fact there was vexation. He would do that if he could show 
that the plaintiff could obtain no advantage whatever from the action in 
the foreign court which he would not obtain from the action in the i 
court. But it was for the party who made the application to the court to 
show this. The present case was not that of two actions brought by the 
plaintiffs against the defendants, but the defendants had brought an 
action against the plaintiffs in relation, no doubt, to the same i 
to which the English action related. Ifit could be shown that the defend- 
ants had brought the action in San Francisco in the character of agents 
for the plaintiffs for the balance of their account, his lordship was not 
repared to say that the court would have no jurisdiction te interfere. 
But 1t lay on the plaintiffs to show that there was vexation, and they had 
not shown that the action in San Francisco was brought by the defend- 
ants as agents. The probability was that it was not so brought, for, if it 
was brought in that way, the defendants would be committing suicide. It 
was a probability almost amounting to certainty that the defendants had 
brought the San Francisco action as vendors. And, unless it was to be 
assumed that the courts in San Francisco were unable or unwilling to do 
justice, the defendants must fail, if the plaintiffs’ case was right. The 
burden of showing that there was vexation being on the plaintiffs, they 
had failed to show it, and the decision of Chitty, J., was right. Corroy, 
L.J., said that if a plaintiff brought a second action about the same sub- 
ject-matter, primd facie that was vexatious, and if both the actions were 
brought in England it was a matter of course to put him to his election 
between them. If, however, one of the actions was brought in England 
and the other abroad, that was not primd facie vexatious, but the 
court would inquire whether it was, and if it was shown to be so, 
the court would interfere to stay the proceedings in one of the actions. 
The present case was an entirely different one, for the plaintiffs in 
the foreign action were the defendants in the English action, and no judg- 
ment for an account had been pronounced in the English action. If a 
judgment had been pronounced in that action the defendants would have 
come actors in it, and would bave a right to carry on the proceedings. 
But, under the circumstances, how could it be said that there was vexa- 
tion? His lordship knew of no case in which a defendant to an English 
action had been prevented from proceeding inst the plaintiff in a 
foreign court, His lordship would not say that in no case would the court 
interfere to stop such a proceeding. But, if judgment had not been pro- 
nounced in the English action, how could it be said to be vexatious for the 
defendant to pursue his own claim in a foreign court, even if the claim was 
the same as that which would be his defence to the English action? In 
the present case, so far as the court could now see, the claims were differ- 
ent. It was said that the plaintiffs’ evidence was in this country, but that 
alone would not make the defendants’ proceeding vexatious. The ensus 
was on the applicants for a stay of proceedings to show that there was 
vexation, and they had failed to do se. Bowsx, L.J., said that before the 
Judicature Act there was an advantage in being an actor as plaintiff in legal 
proceedings, but he was not epee to say that the case was not different 
now, and whether (having re to the recent decision af the Court of 
Appeal in Af’ Gowan v. Middleton (ante, p. 399), that a counter-claim did 
not come to an end with the discontinuance of the original action, se that 
the defendant was to some extent an actor in a counter-claim) it nt 
not be vexatious for a defendant to prosecute a counter-claim in 
country, and also an action in relation to the same matter abroad. Bat, 





mc he plaintiffs in San Francisco to recover the £2,880 which they 
to be due to them by the plaintiffs. This application was made 


asstming that to be so, what were the present defendants doing which was 
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vexatious? The onus was on the person who sought to put an end to con- 
current litigation to make out a case of oppression. It was not enough to 
say that there were twoactions. An English court was unable to say 
what advantage a party would obtain by suing in a foreign court.—Soxt- 
crrors, Barnes § Bernard ; Phelps, Sidgwick, § Biddle. 





Serrtement—Sartz or Serrtep Estrare—Inrant Tenant in Tarn mv 
Possesston—CoNncURRENCE OF REMAINDERMEN—SETTLED Estates Act, 1877, 
ss. 16, 25.—In the case of Marquis Camden v. Murray, before Chitty, J., on 
the 18th inst., a petition was presented under the Settled Estates Act, 
1877, on behalf of the present Marquis Camden, an infant of eleven years 
of age, and tenant in tail in possession, for the sanction of the court to 
a contract to sell the Wildernesse Mansion House Estate, forming part of 
the settled estates, for a sum of £160,000, the timber, estimated to be 
worth some £20,000, to be taken at a valuation. It appeared that the 
Camden family property comprised, amongst other estates, two estates in 
Kent, situate about twenty miles apart—viz., the Wildernesse, Sevenoaks, 
consisting of some 1,400 acres, and producing about £1,500 net annual 
income, and the Bayham Abbey Estate, consisting of a mansion-house and 
some 10,000 acres, producing about £6,000. or £7,000 net annual income. 
Tt was proposed to sell with the Wildernesse mansion-house about 1,260 
acres, at mt producing, with the house, about £1,400 net annual 
income. e whole of the estates in settlement, less deductions and 
charges, produced at the present date about £9,000 per annum. The sale 
was opposed by the infant’s paternal uncles, Lord G. Pratt and Lord C. 
Pratt, who were the tenants for life in remainder under the settlement, 
and to whose issue the estates were limited in the usual way for estates 
tail successively, but neither of whom had issue living. The grounds of 
tg moer were inadequacy of price and family affection for the estate. 

e trustees of the settlement had a power of sale, but one of the two 
present trustees declined to exercise such power in favour of the proposed 
sale. In a suit for the execution of the trusts, a summons with the 
same object as the present petition and under like circumstances, 
was heard by Malins, V.C., who, however, declined to make any 
order, on the ground that there was no overwhelming or absolute 


the sum offered for the estate appeared to be a fancy price, and one which 
ofke in. The proposed sale, if carried 
out, would materially benefit the income of the settlement. Roughly 
ing, the sum of £180,000, if invested in consols, would produce 
5,400 per annum, and the infant, on attaining his majority, would, 
with accumulations, have a sum of £230,000. It was, however, 
said that the accumulations would never amount to that sum, for if the 
sale was effected, applications would be made to the court by the 
see of the infant for increased maintenance. Such a consideration, 
, could not be regarded in determining the desirability of the sale, 
for each and every application which might tend to diminish the fund 
would have to be made to the court, and be considered on its own merits. 
In considering the opposition to the application, it must be remembered 
that the remaindermen had themselves been parties to the passing of a 
private Act, raising a sum of £50,000 for the improvement or re-building 
the Bayham Abbey mansion- , and for transferring the family 
heirlooms from the Wildernesse, which was the older house, to Bayham 
Malins, V.C., could not have come to any other decision than he 
as it was put before him, for the court would not 
trustees to exercise a power which ee eee 
nor interfere with their discretion in the exercise of what was a mere 
The court, however, in the exercise of its dis- 
cretion, under the 16th section, and also the 25th section, of the Settled 
it to sanction the sale of an old family 
Principal amily eat and ruse appeared ts be net the. dow ropowed 
estate and to be not the house 
e the settled if ro pla ae age 
, if not increased some measure as that now 
wold be fvaiicient 9 keep up a second mansion-house. 
‘or these reasons, whilet not losing sight of the family affection enter- 
eso the wont of foo 10th seclion, pooper endl contiocens with 0 Guo regia 
use the w ¢ a 
for the interests of all parties entitled to authorize the sale, and that it 
court should, under the powers conferred on it 


should, therefore, make an order confirming the sale; but, as the 

opposition was not of a oper kind, he should direct the costs of all 

to be paid out of the sale moneys—Soricrr0ns, Capron, Dalton, 
Hitchens, & Brabant ; Farrer, Ouery, | Co. 
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Pasonece—Coers—Txatios—Dencunauxy Acrion—Cowrs ov Unwnces- 
saet Arriparins—Kicies or tux Scrnenx Covur (Cowts), 1875, onv. 7, n. 26. 
—In 2 case belore Chitty, J., on the Ath inst., an adjourned summons 
the plaintiff to vary the certificate of the taxing master was heard, Tt 

that the plaintiff, on the 5th of December, 1881, brought an 
om lor at injunction to restrain the defendants, who were the trustees 
A 2 decease’ testator s cetate, from employing any m other than him- 


Hl 


direction appointing him to such office. On the 13th of Dece 
plaintift moved for an interim injunction, and the motion was re} 
court holding that such a direction was not enforceable, and 
directed that judgment might go, dismissing the action without ¢ 
the defendants would consent to such a course. The defendants did. 
consent, and the plaintiff having given notice of discontinuance gy | 
taxation of the defendants’ bill of costs, the costs of the defendans 
affidavits as to the unfitness of the plaintiff for the office of solicitor ig 4, 
trust were disallowed by the taxing master, on the ground that he op 
sidered it unnecessary for them to file any evidence on the point, and 4; 
it was over-caution on their part to do so; and he also stated that 4, 
action should have been tried on demurrer. Currry, J., said that it wy 
now settled that a defendant could, at his option, either proceed to trial gy 
demur. At least, that was the general rule. The plaintiff here, howeyg 
had given the defendants no time to demur, for he moved at once, Ty 
plaintiff, by his statement of claim, raised the question that he wag ng 
removable except for due cause. This was raising in substance two iss 
—namely, whether, according to the construction of the will, he had @ 
office conferred upon him, or, whether, if that were decided in his 

he ought not to be removed because he was unfit for the office. As ong of 
the contentions on the part of the plaintiff was that the trustees we, 
arbitrarily removing him, they were advised to file affidavits in support of 
their view, as to there being grounds for the exercise of their di 

It appeared to him (Chitty, J.) that, as the plaintiff himself had 

the issue, the trustees were acting rightly in adducing evidence showin, 
that they were legally justified in having taken the course complained 
The filing of the affidavits was caution, but not over-caution. He w 
therefore, of opmion that the taxing master was wrong, and that the 
defendants were right in filing affidavits as to unfitness, but what and hoy 
many affidavits should be allowed was still a question for the taxing master, 
The summons must be dismissed, with costs.—Soxicrrors, Johnson 
Weatherall, for Lamb § Brooks, Odiham, Hants; Swann § Co. 





Cuariry—ActTIon AGArnst TrustEEs or Cuartry—Consent oF CHArmy 
Commaisstoners—CuariTaBLE Trusts Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. oc. 137), 5, 
17.—In the case of Benthall v. The Earl of Kilmorey, before Chitty, J., on the 
20th inst., a motion for an interim injunction was made in an action 
by the resident medical superintendent of a hospital at Twickenham 
for a declaration that he was entitled to hold and execute such office during 
good behaviour, and for an injunction restraining the defendants, the 
committee and governors of the hospital, from disturbing him in his office, 
from ejecting him from his residence in the hospital, from suspending the 
work of the hospital, and from otherwise interfering with his tenure and 
execution of his office. It appeared that, by the rules made in pursuance 
of the trust deed under which the hospital was constituted, provision was 
made for the appointment of a resident medical officer, and for his 
removal by written notice of three months and on proof satisfactory of 
neglect of duty. The defendants had recently sent the plaintiff a letter 
giving him three months’ notice of the determination of his engagement in 
accordance with a resolution adopted at a general committee meeting, to 
the effect that the hospital could not be carried on for want of funds, and 
that an application was about to be made to the Charity Commissioners 
for a new scheme not including the office of resident medical superintendent. 
The plaintiff’s case was that, as he had been guilty of no misconduct, the 
committee was acting ultra vires in dismissing him from an office to which 
he had an indefeasible title under the provisions of the trust deed and rules 
made in pursuance thereof. The defendants took the pre! objec: 
tion that the plaintiff before commencing his action not ob the 
sanction of the Charity Commissioners in accordance with the 17th section 
of the Charitable Trusts Act, 1852. Holme v. Guy (25 W.R. 390, 547, LB. 
5 Ch. D. 901) was referred to, and also the unreported case of Brittain 
v. Overton (M. R., 19th March, rye Currty, J., said that the objection 
taken by the defendants must be held to be fatal to the plaintiff’s case, 
which was one, not of claiming adversely to the trust, ‘but one of claiming 
under it. If the plaintiff applied to the Se for 
their consent to his action, it would ecsomge 2 have refused, 
that a scheme for the reconstruction of the charity was in contemplation. 
On the other hand, there was but little doubt that the commissioners, who 
were a quasi-judicial body, would, in the preparation of their scheme, give 
weight to the claims of the plaintiff. The motion must be refused with 
costs,—Soricirons, Howard Rumney ; Beacheroft ¢ Thompson. 





Perrrion—F ons 1x Count—Arrenation or INvestMENT—TENANTYOR LaPt 
—Costs.—In a case of King v. King, before North, J., on the 20th inst., 8 
petition was presented by a tenant for life, a spinster of thirty-eight years 
age, who was entitled under a settlement as tenant for life without power of 
antici , with remainder to her children as she should aj t, and, it 

t of children, as she should by will a t, askin t a sum of 
Crh te, 2 ae Cent. Consols, standing in court to the credit of the 
action, ht wold, and the re-invested in India £3} per 
Cent, Stock, The investment clause in the settlgment enabled the trus- 
tees to invest in’the public stocks or funds of Great Britain, with pm 
to vary the same for others of a like nature, It was stated that Mr, 
Justice Pearson had permitted investments of funds under the control of 
the court upon this stock, and that the gee alteration would increase 
the petitioner's income by about £35, ¢ petitioner was entitled to no 
other income, and had incurred serious n obligations th 
helping her brother, who had been in em circumstances, W 





0h ae sicttor to the estate, on the ground that the will contained a 


she was unable, out of nee yosuee meee \shoet £160 odd), to meet 
The cases of Cockburn. Pel (4 De G. ¥. & J, 110), In ve Blyth's Drum 


SESSr 














BERaaAsags> . 


: 
i 
ro 


REeereBeSBSEeESe aes 


=<. & @ao os bt 


omumeeaood es 












pg Fe 


elas 


ke 


ret 


= 


oe 


S*®,.u.3848 
ag fEyi 


tiie 


a 


tite 


BSS5 e858 3 


SFESEERT RSE Foe as. 8 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


653 











: 16 Eq. 468), In re Sewart (L. R. 18 Eq. 278), and Vidler v. Parrott 
6 8) were cited, and Norru, J., considering that the advan- 
to be gained, though small, was, under the circumstances, adequate, 
made the order as prayed, directing, however, the costs to be paid by the 
tenant for life.—Soicitor, Alfred Howard. ; 





Wui—Consrruction —“‘ Acconpine TO THE Srocxs.”—In a case of 
Parker v. Winder, before North, J., on the 23rd inst., a question arose as 
to the meanin; of the expression ‘‘ according to the stocks’’ ina will. A 
ve the residue of his estate, after the determination of a life 

to his widow, to such of his cousins (the children of four deceased 
gunts and two d uncles whom he named) living at the death of the 
, and such issne then living (if any) of his said cousins then dead as, 
before or after the death of the widow, should attain twenty-one, or 

die under twenty-one leaving issue living at his, her, or their death, 

«to take (if more than one) in a course of distribution according to the 
and not according to the number of individuals.” At the death of 

the widow there were living one cousin of the testator, and children and 
other issue of fifteen deceased cousins of the families named in the will, 
and the question was whether the stocks were to be traced from the four 
and the two uncles named, or from the sixteen cousins—i.e., whether 
fund was divisible into sixths or intosixteenths. Norru, J., held that 
was divisible into sixteenths. He thought that primd facie the 
must be found in that generation who were to take as legatees under 
will. The cousins were certainly the stocks as re their own 
issue, and there was no indication of an intention that you were to look 
back for the stocks. The question which arose in Robinson v. 

(4D. J. & &. 129), and Gibson v. Fisher (L. R. 5 Eq. 51), wasa 

tone, but, if his lordship had to choose between those two cases, he 

should follow the former.—Soxicrrors, Crowder, Anstie, §¢ Vizard ; Robert 


Helsham ; W. W. Wynne § Son. 





Wu1—Construction—Surrityine Worps—Demurrer.—In a case of 
Richbell v. Richbell, before North, J., on the 23rd inst., a question arose as 
to supplying in a will a word which had been evidently omitted. A testator 
gave, iced, and bequeathed ‘‘ all the and personal estate and effects of 
which I shall be seised or possessed at the time of my decease to my wife, 
and after her death to my daughter, her heirs, executors, administrators, 
and assigns.’’ ‘The question was whether the court could supply the word 
“veal”? after the words “‘ all the,’’ or whether there was an intestacy as to 
real estate. Norru, J., thought there was enough to show that real 
estate was intended to be included—(1) because something was omitted 
which could not be personal estate, inasmuch as the words actually used 
covered everything in the nature of personal estate ; (2) because of the use 
of the word “‘seised’’; (3) because of the use of the word ‘‘heirs.”” He 
was not inserting the word ‘‘real,’’ but in the will as it stood he could see 
an intention to dispose of real estate, and he held that the testator’s real 
estate passed. His lordship added that in this case and several others 
recently before him points of will construction had been neatly and inex- 
pensively raised by demurrer, and he expressed his regret that demurrers 
are about to be abolished.—Sotrcrror, H. Tyrrell. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Hien Court or Justice. 
(Before Denman, J.) 
July 23.—Cleather v. Twisden. 


This was a case of considerable importance as giving an example of the 
circumstances under which a solicitor may find himself liable for the fraud 
of his partner of which he himself is absolutely innocent, The action 
was brought by the trustees of the will of the late Colonel Cleather 
OR: Mr. Twisden, a solicitor who was lately in nership with a Mr. 

. L, Parker, to recover certain moneys ~“— to have been intrusted by 
them to the defendant’s firm. It appeared that Messrs, Twisden, Parker, 
& Co., of whom the defendant was one, had acted as solicitors for Colonel 


Gleather, and were so acting at the time of his death, and that after his 


death his executors and trustees continued to employ the same firm, but it 
was admitted by the plaintiffs that their business was attended to solely by 
. O. L. Parker, one of the partners, and that the defendant personal 
had nothing to do with them. Colonel Cleather died in 1875, toring le 
by his will his real and personal estate to his trustees in trust to sell and 
pay the income to the testator’s widow during her life, and afterwards 
upon certain further trusts. In 1876the mansion house was sold, the de- 
fendant’s firm having authority to receive the proceeds of the sale; of this 
was accounted for, and of the residue £1,250 was left in the hands of 
. 0, L. Parker, who represented to the trustees that he had invested it 
them upon mortgage at four per cent, The remainder was 
over to the trustees and invested by them in New Zealand 
Cape of Good Hope bonds, payable bearer. These bonds 
t in the custody of one of the trustees, but afterwards, 
ec that gontleman’s leaving London the trustees consulted Mr. 
L. Parker as to what was best to be done for the safe custody of 
these bonds, and upon’his advice they were delivered to him to be kept, as he 
Npresented, in a safo in the strong room of Messrs, 'Twisden, Parker, & 
Qo. The interest of the £1,250, and also the amount due for dividends 
sg the bonds, were, as the samo fell duo, paid by Mr, C. L. Parker to 
persons entitl , tho payments being made by the cheques of the firm 
and upon one of the Cape bonds re off, the amount was received 
by the firm, and by them paid to the account of the trustees, Mrs. 


5 


EF 


and 
were at first k 


Cleather died on April 5, 1880, when the estate became divisible. The 
last payment of interest in of the £1,250 was made by a cheque of 
the firm on the 5th of April, and the firm continued to aceount for the 
dividends in respect of the bonds up to the 15th of October, 1881. In the 
month of November following, Mr. C. L. Parker absconded, and upon the 

Ss communicating with the defendant, a search was instituted, but 
no trace of the money, the mortgage, the deeds, or the bonds could be 
found. The trustees accordingly sought to recover from Mr. Twisden the 
sum of £1,250, and the value of the bonds and interest, as having been 


intrusted by them to the defendant’s firm. The case was on 
Thursday, the 19th inst., when Barber, Q.C., and Clare, for the 
plaintiffs; Rigby, Q.C., and W. D. Rawlins, for the t. It was 


argued for the defendant that the trustees had entirely sey le ys Mr. 
Parker, and had not intended to intrust the keeping of the to the 
firm, and that it was no part of a solicitor’s business to receive bonds upon 
deposit, and that, therefore, Mr. Parker had no authority to receive them, 
and that the bonds never were, in fact, in the custody of the firm. Hi 
lordship, at the conclusion of the argument, intimated that the liability of 
the firm for the acts of Mr. Parker as to the £1,250 intrusted to be 
invested was quite clear, but reserved judgment upon the question as to 
the liability in respect of the bonds. The case now came on for 
judgment. 

Deyman, J., in giving judgment said that the defence was, that Mr. 
Twisden, the defendant, did not know whether any bonds wére ever 


delivered it was upon some arrangement between the plamtiffs and Parker 
in his private capacity for the personal accommodation of the i 
and not as a matter of business between them and the firm; that no 
charge had ever been made by the defendant’s firm for the of these 
bonds and for the collection of the dividends ; that it was no part of the busi- 
ness of the firm to undertake the custody of bonds; that Parker had no 
authority to receive them for this purpose ; and that if he had asked the 
defendant’s leave to do soit would a been refused. As to this his i 
said that he entirely believed it as a statement of fact, and that he 

that Mr. Twisden was entirely clear of any imputation of having had 
actual knowledge of Parker’s proceedings, and that if the defence 
depended only upon the innocence of Mr. Twisden the decision would be 
in his favour. But his lordship pointed out that, although the 
was morally innocent of any wrong, yet, though it seemed 
it did not follow that he might not be legally liable ; the question whether or 
not a firm was liable for the acts of one of — must depend 
upon the circumstances of each individual case, the course of business 
between the parties, and in no case could it be laid down before- 
hand as an absolute rule that such and such a practice was 
not within a firm’s business; if it appeared that a matter 
had been dealt with by the parties so as to as it the firm’s business, 
or that they had had notice of it and treated of it in their books and letters, 
all this must be considered in deciding the question. His} ip then 
went through in detail all the facts of the case, ing to 

entries in the letter-books and ledger and other accounts of the firm relat- 
ing to the matter, and the fact that the payment of the i 
dividends were made by cheques of the firm, and said that he came to 
conclusion that the trustees, though their action in handing the bonds 
Parker was most imprudent, yet had not intended to 
individual, but as a member of the firm, and that, although Mr. 
was wholly innocent and in no sense whatever to 
actual knowledge of Parker’s acts, yet there 

books and ledger by which they might have discovered the facts, and that 
the firm had, therefore, constructive notice. His i 
while he wished to say that he absolved Mr. Twisden from 
matter, he was unable to say the same forthe trustees, whose acts had been 
most imprudent, insomuch that though they could have judgment he could 
not give them their costs.— Times. 


F 


tf 


July 19.—Dean v. Twisden. 


This action also arose out of the defalcations of Mr. Parker. In Novem- 
ber, 1882, the plaintiff and Mr. Parker were appointed trustees of the 
marriage settlement of Mrs, Bell, the sister-in-law of the plaintiff, in sab- 
et se - —_ —e Reger Oy at that time a - of £3,000 was 
transferred to them. ¢ plaintiff suggested investing this money in dock 
Se but Mr. — said that such an Ng tee rcwriemanciae Sng 
than four per cent., and he proposed to invest money on 
stating that: he would be able to obtain a fen Saich would be 
more profitable than the debentures. In Jan =» | Mr. Parker said 
that he had heard of a mortgage, but the negotiations for this were without 
result, and in the following August he informed the plaintiff that he had 
secured a mortgage for the investment of the £3,000, and he obtained the 
plaintiff's signature to a document, which he sai would be sufficient to 


obtain a transfer af the mortgage. In November, 1882, the heand 
that Mr. Parker had absconded, that he had ted the £3,000, 
and that there was no mortgage in existence. At the close of the 
plaintiff's evidence, 

Denman, J., said that he was clearly of opinion that the had 
dealt with Mr, Parker as a co-trustee and not asa solicitor, he directed 


that judgment should be entered for the defendant with costs. — Fines. 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Lone Vacation, 1883.—Norrce. 


During the vacation, until further notice, all applications which may 
require to be immediately or promptly heard are to be made to the judges 
who, for the time being, halt act as Vacation Judges. 

One of the Vacation Judges will sit in Mr. Justice Pearson’s chambers, 
room No..700, Royal Courts of Justice, at eleven a.m. on Wednesday in 
every week, commencing on Wednesday, the 15th of August, until further 
notice, for the purpose of hearing such applications. 

No case will ~ placed in the judges’ paper unless leave has been pre- 
viously obtained, or a certificate of counsel that the case requires to be 
immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the reasons, is left 
with the papers. 

The necessary papers relating to every application so made to the Vacation 
Judges are to be left with, or addressed (under cover marked outside 
‘* Chancery Vacation Pa ”*) to, the cause clerk in attendance, Chancery 
Registrars’ Chambers (room 136), Royal Courts of Justice, before one 
o’clock on the Monday previous to the day on which the application is 
intended to be made. 

In any case of great urgency the brief of counsel is to be sent to the 
judge by book post or parcel, prepaid, accompanied by office copies of 
the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a minute, on a 
separate sheet of pope signed by counsel of the order he may consider 
the applicant enti to, and an envelope capable of receiving the papers, 
and addressed as follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter. To the Registrar in 
Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 
London, W.C.’’ 

On applications for injunctions or writs of ne exeat regno, in addition to 
wo pears a copy of the writ and a certificate of writ issued must also be 
sent. 


The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation Judge 
in the Chancery Division can be obtained on application at the Chancery 
Registrars’ Chambers. 

The chambers of the Vice-Chancellor Bacon will be open on Tuesday, 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday in every week, from eleven to one 
o'clock 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the annual report of the council :—- 
Matters relating to Solicitors.—A resolution was passed at the meeting of 
the 3lst of January to the effect that no application against a solicitor 
ought to be entertained unless upon notice of motion supported by affi- 
davits, and that the present method of posting up his name in “‘ Re , 
«& Gentleman, §c.,’’ instead of, like other motions, “‘ v. i 











Middlesez Regustry.— Another resolution was passed to the effect that the 


Middlesex officials ought to exhibit eg ae od in their office 
their scale of fees, and that the council should lend the weight of 
theiz approval to any ing commenced by a member to recover 


back moneys taken in excess of such scale. A communication has accord- 
ly been addressed to the officials of the Middlesex Registry on this 
ect, who state that they have no objection to affix in the registry a 
statement showing the ao they make for registration of memorials and 


searches which 
a. 
The oath and exhibit - ° 6 
Se ee wat tie Soak ‘ ‘ : ) tee 
or ial, aces to the length, folio 0 6 
When the search beaaee a a rn : 2 6 


whether 2 
council have replied that if a list of fees is exhibited as proposed it should 


pon a a the Act of Parliament (7 Anne, c. 20), and 
nothing more, viz. :-— 7 es Se 


8. 4, 
For entering every memorial co 200 words orless 1 0 
ies Gveny cates Yeo eels ee ‘ Mis ee 
Or every certificate or copy given out of the office con- 
taining 900 words ore 4 , : mae ’ EF 
For every extra 100 words 0 6 


It was pointed out to the registrars that the Act gives no authority for 
the fee now charged by them for the oath and marking the exhibit, 
By implication it ears to contradict such a charge, as it imposes upon 
the registrar the A taking the oath of the attesting witness, of 
indorting « certificate thereof on the memorial, and gives no fee for thin 
certitficats—the fee tor certificates being Vinited to those given ont of the 

which are now in practice lim to the certificate of registra- 
tion indonseh om the deed. The council also called the attention of the 
wegiohrars d they think it would be useful for the profession to bear it 
Us maebaadl )) that dause 12 of the statute i qetion enacts that 
‘ give certificates of the 


result. No fees for the search and certificate are prescribed off 
those given above. ; ’ 

Accommodation for Solicitors in the New Law Courts.—The council } 
informed by the Lord Chancellor that a room at the left of the 
entrance has been devoted to the use of solicitors, in which a limita 
number of lockers has been provided. A locker may be obtained bya 
solicitor on application to the Lord Chancellor’s secretary on pa; , 
an annual fee of one guinea. A room has also been approp’ - 
solicitors’ dining room. The council are now in communication with 
lordship with the view of obtaming a room exclusively for a soligitoy 
writing or common room. ble 

Chancery Pay Office.—In 1880 the council made various suggestions fg | 
the improvement of the practice in the Chancery Pay Office, and 
rules were drawn up for carrying them into effect. In 1881 the 
made further suggestions with the same object, and a draft of the 
which have now been pre , embodying the whole of such sug 
have been forwarded by the Lord Chancellor for the consideration of thy 
council, The chief point in the new rules appears to be that the 
directions in an order on the Chancery Paymaster should be expressed ing 
tabular pay sheet, and be independent of, and distinct from, the 
order, and be the document on which the Chancery Paymaster is to actin 
every case. The council objected to this plan, on the ground that if ¢ 
were adopted it would be necessary to set out in the order, in words, ql 
the operations to be performed, and to repeat these directicns in a tabuly 
form in the pay sheet. There would be thus two documents instead of 
one, with an increased risk of errors and a certainly increased delay, The 
council, therefore, suggested that the money directions in the order 
which the Chancery Paymaster is to act should be expressed in a tabula 
form in a schedule to the order. The council approved of the propos 
that the document on which the paymaster is to act should be settled 
him in draft before it is passed and entered; and in lieu of the pie 
rules that the pay sheet should be sent by the registrar to the pa: 
and by the paymaster to the registrar, without the intervention of any 
person to give any explanations, or deal with any modifications of the 
document, they recommended that the solicitor having carriage of the 
order should attend the paymaster with the draft and settle it with him, 
and be the medium of communication between the paymaster and the 
registrar when any difference exists. It was suggested that after the 
order had been and entered, the registrar should transmit a 
official copy of the title and schedule to the paymaster, whose duty it 
should be to carry into effect, simultaneously, the operations therein pre. 
scribed immediately upon its receipt. The council also approved of the 
suggestion in the memorandum accompanying the proposed rules, that 
there should be one pay office for the whole Supreme Court, provided that 
such office were under the control of the court. These suggestions have 
been communicated to the Lord Chancellor. 

Office Copies of Wills.—In 1881 the council drew the attention of Sir James 
Hannen to the practice which obtains in the Probate Registry of issuing 
copies of wills at a charge of sixpence per folio of ninety words which have 
not been examimed, and which are in consequence often found to contain 
oy inaccuracies. These copies are sometimes marked ‘‘ office copies”; 

ut this, it appears, is not always a guarantee of correctness, which cannot 
be insured unless an examined copy is bespoken, for which an additional 
charge of threepence a-folio is made. Sir James Hannen did not see his 
way to ~— the pay Fare of the council, that the practice with 
regard to office copies in the district registry should be assimilated in all 
respects to that of the Chancery Division, inasmuch as he said it would 
largely increase the work of the office, and would require the engagement 
of an additional number of clerks, which, in his opinion, the Tr 
would not consent to. The council therefore communicated the matter to 
the Lord Chancellor, who has not yet stated whether he can adopt 
their suggestion. They understand, however, that the matter is under con- 
sideration. 
Cooper v. Prichard.—This was an action to recover from a solicitor a sum 
of money which had been intrusted to his partner, who had misappropriated 
it. The defendant was a salaried partner in a firm which carried on the 
business of solicitors and scriveners under the style of Chapman, Turner, 
& Prichard, the two latter gentlemen being, in fact, the only partwers. The 
business was carried on by two separate branches, with separate 
accounts. The defendant attended solely to the City branch, and his 
Mr. John Turner, attended to the branch in Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
October, 1879, the plaintaff beg “eeghar Mr. Turner for the sale of some 
and authorized him to receive the egies gia sum of £2,7 
to invest it on mortgage. Mr. Turner received the money and paid it inte 
the banking account of the Lincoln’s-inn-fields branch of the business, 
but did invest it. He pore goed absconded, and the firm went int 
uidation, at the close of which the defendant received his 

¢ plaintiff then sued him for the sum so intrusted to his ner, Cone 
g that the action was maintainable notwithstanding the disc 
under the liquidation, on the ground that the debt had been incurred 
breach of trust, and therefore was within the exception contained i 
section 49 of the Bankru Act of 1869, it waa tp , on behalf of the 
defendant, that a proof could not have been tendered against his separalg 
estate, and that a te action could not thérefore be brought 
him; also that the debt was due from the firm, and that a er 
not ‘be epronally lable rs in the case of personal fraud, The 
was tried before Mr, Baron Pollock, who gave judgment for the plain 
though he remarked that no blame could be imputed to the 
From this decision the council were asked to appeal, and in the interests 
of the profession they decided to do so. The appeal was heard before the 
the Rolls and Lords Justices Li and Fry on May 28 
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ity to bind the firm for that purpose. Therefore the defendant 
le for the fraud of his partner committed in a transaction in which 
legally bind the partnership. The defendant was therefore liable 
bankruptcy. But that liability was not affected by his discharge, 
meaning of section 49 of the Bankruptcy Act was that he was not 
to be discharged from any liability binding on him which had been in- 
curred by any fraud or breach of trust. The council propose to treat this 
decision as conclusive with reference to the present state of the law, but 
they are taking steps to bring the question under the consideration of 
mment, ty means of an amendment in the Bankruptcy Bill now 
Parliament, with a view of procuring, if possible, an alteration in 

, so as to bring it into a shape more in accordance with justice. 


3 
= 
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-LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


- The annual dinner of this society took place at the Holborn Restaurant 
on the 11th inst., the chair being taken by Mr. Swinfen Eady, LL.D. 
Although there was a decrease in the number of members who sat down to 
dinner as com: with former years, the general feeling of good fellow- 
ship was greatly added to by the presence of several old members of the 
society. The toast of ‘The Queen and Royal Family ’’ was proposed by the 
. Thetoast ‘‘ The United Law Students’ Society ’’ was next 

by Mr. Eustace Smith and responded to by Mr. Kains-Jackson, 

who both spoke of the help and benefit the society had been to them since 
y first became members. The new magazine of the society also came in 
for its quota of praise, and reference was » ap rere made by Mr. Bate- 
man Napier to the ability of its articles and the evident poetic genius of 





its editor. The ‘‘ Legal fession’’ was Reopened by Mr. Spence. Mr. 
Shirley Shirley onded on behalf of the bar, and Mr. Templar for the 
solicitors. There being several visitors present, among whom were repre- 


sentatives of Literature and Art, the toast of ‘‘The Visitors,’ coupled 
with the name of Mr. Crowdy, was heartily responded to by all present. 
Mr. Crowdy replied on their behalf and his own. The inte between the 
speeches were varied by songs and recitations. The health ofthe chairman 
was proposed by Mr, Crowdy. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Tuomas Sreet, solicitor, of Sunderland, has been appointed a 
ioe for that borough. Mr. Steel was admitted a solicitor in 


Mr. Cartes Ricuarps Gunner, solicitor (of the firm of Gunner & 
Renny), of Bishops Waltham and Portsmouth, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Cuarves Diver, solicitor and notary, of Yarmouth and Lowestoft, 
has been appointed Olerk to the East and West Flegg Board of 
Guardians, Assessment Committee, School Attendance Committee, and 
Rural Sanitary Authority, in succession to Mr, Robert Cory, resigned. Mr. 
Diver was admitted a solicitor in 1859. 


Mr. Francis Ronert Mippixtron Puriurrs, solicitor, of 3, Finsbury- 
circus, has been appointed Solicitor to the General Assurance Company, in 
succession to his partner, the late Mr. William Frederick Gush. 


Mr. Joun Henry Ferris, solicitor and notary, of Truro, has been 
aly Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
icature. 


Mr. Ernest Bacoattay, barrister, who has been appointed Revising 
Barrister for the Eastern Division of the County of Kent, is the son of the 
Right Hon. Lord Justice Baggallay: He was educated at Marlborough Col- 

e, and at Caius peg b , and he was called to the bar at Lin- 
’s-inn in Easter » 1873. He practises on the South-Eastern 

it and at the Surrey Sessions, and he was secretary to the Boston 
Election Commission in 1875, and to the Sandwich Election Commission in 


Mr, Heyxry Greupn, solicitor, of Howden and Goole, has been appointed 
Assistant Clerk to the Howden Board of Guardians. Mx. Green was ad- 
mitted a solicitor in 1867, 


Mr. Hexnenr Bramiey, solicitor, of Sheffield, has been appointed a 
Gammleciones in England for taking Affidavits in the Supreme Court of 
¢ Colony of Victoria. 


Mr. Anontmatp Hannvny, solicitor (of the firm of Hanbury, Hutton, 
§ Whiting), of 62, New Broad-street, has been appointed one of the 
see ge = — be 8 a a a Reece | a be 

of Mr, John Brouncker ©, resigned, Mr. Hanbury was admitte 
Asolicitor in 1856. sae i 

My, Samug. Cuneran, solicitor (of the firm of Crawford & Chester), of 
uM, apap yearn has been ssocnne a Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature, 

Mr, Witi1am Rronarn Scupamons, solicitor, of Weatminater and Batter. 


rise, has been appointed a Commissioner for taking Affidayita in the 
Sapremh Cote of Jebioavass ee the Colony at Victoria” 


The Royal Academy of Jurisprudence at Madrid has unanimously elected 
Mr. Wri11am Grarn, n , of Gresham House, London, one of its 
corresponding members. e diploma is rarely conferred upon 4 


‘foreigner, but in Mr. Grain’s case it is understood that his works on the 


Real Property Registration Law of Spain and the Testamentary and Suc- 
cession Laws of Chili constituted a special qualification for holding the 
Academy’s diploma, 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Lionet Ernest Ges and Tuomas Witt1am Pare, solicitors, Gallowtree- 
gate, Leicester, and at Melton Mowbray. July 6. 
Ratpu Tuomas and Wmi1am Hawrsorne Lynatt, solicitors, 22, Chan- 
cery-lane, and 60a, Watling-street, London. June 30. 

(Gazette, July 20.} 
Epwarp Bropriss RanpatiL and Caries ALLEN ANGIER 
& Angier), solicitors, 3, Gray’s-inn-place, Gray’s-inn. July 17. 
[ Gazette, July 24.] 








OBITUARY, 


MR. EDWARD BACKHOUSE EASTWICK, C.B. 


Mr. Edward Backhouse Eastwick, barrister, C.B., F.R.S., F.S.A., died at 
Ventnor, on the 16th inst. Mr. Eastwick was the son of Mr. Robert 
Eastwick, and was born in 1814. He was educated at the Charterhouse, 
and at Merton College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Trinity Term, 1860. Mr. Eastwick had spent a great part of 
his life in the East. He was for nine years an officer in the Bombay 
Army, and he was political agent in Upper Scinde in 1837. He was for 
several years professor of Hindoo at the East Indian College at Hailey- 
bury, and he was subsequently assistant-secretary in the Secret 

of the India Office. He was also for three years secretary of i 
in Persia. In 1866 he was created a Civil ion of the of 
the Bath, and he was also private secretary to the present Marquis of 
Salisbury when Secretary of State for India. Mr. Pastwick was twice 
employed by the Government on a financial mission to Venezuela, and in 
1874 he was elected M.P. for Penryn in the Conservative interest. He 
steadily supported the Government of Lord and he wasa 
frequent speaker on Indian subjects. He lost his seat at the general 
election of 1880, and he did not again enter Parliament. The deceased 
had obtained an extended li reputation. He was author of “The 
Journal of a Diplomate” and “ in a South American Republic,” and 
of several translations of Oriental works. Mr. Eastwick was a fellow of 
the Royal Society, and of the Society of Antiqostion, and he was for several 
years a major in the City of London Rifle Volunteers. He was married in 
1847 to the daughter of Mr. James Hunter, of Hafton, Argyllshire, 

he leaves one son and five daughters. 


E 


MR, JOHN BRUCE NORTON, 


Mr. John Bruce Norton, barrister, died at 11, Temywern-road, South 
Kensington, on the 13th inst. Mr. Norton was the eldest son of the late 
Sir John David Norton, and was born in 1814, He waseducated at Harrow 
and he was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn in Michaelmas Term, 1841. Sh after his call to the bar, he 
went to India. He published a book on the Law of Evidence in i 
which has gone through several editions, and he was for iaaay i 
of the leaders of the Madras Bar. He was for several years 
General and a member of the Legislative Council at Madras. Mr, Norton 
returned to England about ten years ago, and he had since practised in 


and at Merton College, Oxf 


it 


Indian ap before the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, He 
was buried at Kensal Green Cemetery on the 17th inst. 








At the Lincoln Assizes, before Mr. Justice A. L. Smith, on the 19th 
inst., George W. Thomas was indicted for oe with one Brewster 
to defraud various clients. This case excited great interest, as 
defendant was a solicitor of good position and considerable practice at 
Boston. On the part of the Crown the evidence showed that in several 
cases during the past few years various sams of money had been pat in 
Thomas’s hands, sometimes for investment and sometimes for a specific 
m which was said to be ready. The clients aftera time would 
become impatient for their securities, and then bundles of deeds would be 
handed over, sometimes absolutely worthless and sometimes of very Httle 
value, Ultimately Brewster absconded, Thomas became 
the various frauds practised were one by one discovered. For the 
evidence was given to show that Thomas had been in very bad 
some time, that Brewster had all the affairs of the 
had habitually —_ Thomas in the dark as to what was going on, 
therefore, contended that Thomas was the dupe of Brewster and 
accomplice. In only one case was the money shewn to have gone 
into Thomas’s hands, aa to which it was con that there had 
no fraud and adequate security had been given. The other same 
the first place into Brewster's hands and could not be traced farther. 
prisoner Was convieted and sentenced to eighteen months’ 

with hard labour, 


Aint 
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LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
July 19.—Bills Read a Second Ti 
Liquors on Sunday (Cornwall) ; ; Merchandise 
and Isle of Man). 
Bill in Committee. 
Factories and Workshops Acts Amendnient. 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Turnpike Acts Continuance. 
Bill. 


New 

Bill to repeal Acts rendered unnecessary by the passing of the Summary 

Jurisdiction Act (Lorp CHANCELLOR). . 
July 20.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Brr.—Goole, Epworth, and Owston Railway. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 

Prrvatz Bu..—Lambourn Valley Railway; Croydon and Norwood 

1 amma Companies ; Metropolitan Street Improvements ; Newport 


‘ o July a Read Anaad Time. 
RIvaTe Brit.—Metropolitan District way. 
8 urisdiction Repeal. . 


ummary J 
Bills Read a Third Time. 

Parvate Bris.—Metropolitan Board of Works (Bridges, pass Great 
Northern aga F ; Pontypridd, yp en Ld _ Newport Railwa 

Factories and Workshops Acts Amendm 

July 24.—Bill Read a wt Time. 

Private Brris.—Haddan’s Patent; London Commissioners of Sewers 
(Ventilation of Railways) ; Metropolitan Board of Works (District Rail- 
way); Manchester Ship Canal. 

litan Board of Works (Money) ; Companies Acts Amendment ; 
Merchant Shipping (Fishing Boats). 
Bill Read a Third Time. 


Parvare Buu.—Freshwater, Yarmouth, and N ewport Railway. 


Sale of Intoxi 
Marks (Channel Islan 





HOUSZ OF COMMONS. 
July 19.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Greenwich Hospital. 
Bill in Committee. 


Agricultural Holdings (England) (clauses 3—5). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Prrvare Buis.—Lydd Railway (Extension); Stoke-upon-Trent and 
Fenton Gas. 
July 20.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Parvatre Bruis.—Earl of Aylesford’s Estates (No. 2); Guinness’s Estate ; 
Limerick Water ; Newborough Drainage. 
July 23.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Post Office (Protection) ; Consolidated Fund (No. 4). 
Bills in Committee. 
Greenwich Hospital; Agricultural Holdings (England) (clauses 5— 


14). 
Bills Read a Third Time 


Parvatz Bruis.— and St. Leonards Gas; Landport Wharf; 
Regent’s Canal, City, and Railway (Canal Capital). 
24. —-Bilb in in Committee. 
——— ) (lauses 15 to end). 
Consolidated Fund (No. nae? Societies (Nomination). 
Bills Read a Third Time. 

Parvatz Buis.—Hlectric Lighting Provisional Order (Nos. 1, 4, and 6). 

July 25.—Bills Read a Third Time. 
Purvatrz Briis.—Electric Provisional Orders (No. 1); Electric 


Lighting Provisional Orders Mo. 4); Electric Lighting Provisional Orders 
(No. 6); Electric Provisional Order (No. 11). 
Consolidated F (Mo. 4). 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT ¢ OF JUDICATURE. 
Kora oy Rucierzags 1m ATTENDANCE ON 


“ Court . 
Date, ping ¥. ©. Bsoon. pa 
Mestay, Jaly cocccseess OO Mr. Teesdale Mr. Clowes Mr. K 
Tscaday coccccccosoccooe Oh Ferrer Koe Martrale 
Wehncstay, AUg....00000 1 Teesdale Clowes pe A 
Tharsdsy esvcevevocooes 2 Varrer Koe M ale 
PEN 4 Teesdale Clowes K 
DeterGeg oo orcs cocesovess 4 Parrer Koo vale 
ae, Saathen Me seston ne Sustion 
° 0) ’ # e 
Montes, shy eesereeers 4 ad ton Mr. dackaon Mela 
Toestey ot dee , Pe \ J doby Lavi 
Teorey FOCOOO OE 4844 wr Cobty 
PUNE os ccceve coveccoses 4 Vemtartm Jackun a a 
ee Ward Cobby Casrington 


COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock CompPantzs. “ 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. abe 
ART FURNISHERS’ ALLIANCE, LIMITED.—North, J., has, by an order dated Ju, 
11, appointed Mr Tansley Witt, 40, Chancery "lane, to be official 
Greditors are se on or before Oct 1, to send hele names and 
and the names ad of their solicitors, to the above. Thursday, N 
one 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


APITAL .—By an 0 Chitty. 

July 7 in wan cplcend than toa eaten win up af the society be 
and gg og 

IcE Factory 


Boxall, Chancery lane, - oe fort 
CONSTRUCTION Company, directed ; 

sete pk 9 to ba an ‘Shepp area eis to o bein LN the ct 

NEw CENTRIFUGAL Criaanin Co Petition fo ‘or 7 winding 6 ae 

%, 


sented J' 19, directed to Seat betas Obi J. 
Lane and Co, Queen Victoria z ys for the 1 pelttion 
be wew & VALLEY FOUNDRY AND ENGINEERING Comp. 


LIMITED. — 
ae as eae V.C. Mw ray 12, it was ordered th that the ma 
ot : be contin = a eS er, John st, Bedford row, 
ooler, Darlington, petiti 
: | Gasette, July 29.) 


‘AZAR, LIMITED. x gyn for win up, presented Ji directed to 
heard before Kay, J. zo Snes inaing ani Ge, Old Palace yank, W, be 
solicitors for the petition 


m ARD Weer OF Ron gp 0-OPERATIVE §' 
ON MAREW?, LIMITED. an order made by Chitty, J. dated 
Gregory and Co, 


Bristol, solicitor a petitioners 
MPANY, 


D AND STORAGE CoMP. Yanda 
made by VC, ated J td, it was ordered that the company wound 
up. James, Quali’ ty ct, Chancery lane, solicitor for the petitioners : 

LEY, SONS, AND ANY, .—Petition for win up, presented: 
20, directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C., on 4. Gol and 
sll dome ter ot oon, oe solicitors for the itioner 
HOLLINGBOURNE PAPER Co’ , Limrren—By an order made by Chitig/# 
ye Ph mr up be a 


dated ee er 14, it was ordered that the volun 
ey Caney a sq, solicitors for the y pevition 


CE COMPANY, LIMITED.—By an order emade by 
dated July 14, % Sas somes Set the company 63 wound up. 
in sq, solicitor for the 
TRAMWAYS AND LIGHT | Ys CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, 


are required, on or before Aug 31 foul ake seman an bee. and th 
ticulars of their or claims, to Edward Henry Smith, 77, ont 


pertiowers oO de’ 
7 Oct 26 at 11, is appointed for BF. and adjudicating upon the debts 
an 
(Gazette, July 24.] 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
HEELEY FREEHOLD LAND SOcrETyY. enn. for winé presented, July 19, 


directed to be heard before Bacon, V.C pe Re id Co, Chancery 
lane, agents for Alderson and Co, Euiinston, citors for eae petitioner Beene 0) 
’ 


» Woodman Inn, Gower st, Leeds, 
oy ground that ~ Boclety desires apes to become a Branch of the Ancient Onder 
of Foresters Friendly Soci: y 

[ Gazette, July 20, 


Parana Socrerres Disso.vep. 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS 


CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


LAST DAY OF PROOF. 
pan Wooten, Pah shi Old Kent rd. July 21. Ringer v Golland, Pear- 
son, WwW 
Borrisn, J ton, Oxford, Gent. July 26. Jones v Gudgen, Bacon, 
V.C. fmnith, Ba Banbury 


Bwiira meri DARE COLITERY COMPANY, LOOTED. July 16, Brogde 
v Noble, Kay. J ete, ee Sealcten Wormer. Joly 01, Linton VOU 
ecnnd 5; erin, Ca Wra'27. Skuse v Easton, Bacon, V.0. Long, Parle 
cone Heaton Norris, Stockport, Baker. Aug 81. ‘Wakefield 
WICKING, Saag AR mm Stockport Sept 1. Eaton v Wicking, 
ay, HE Pt, Leeds Boot Pickard v Marsden, Pearson, J. Eddison, 
(Gasette, July 6} 

Biseu, rue Orutched Friars, Aug 1. Toursier v Erbach, Kay, J. Martis, 
areoage ont, Guildford, Surrey, Upholsterer. Aug 81. Boxall v Boxall, 


Fy oot hn’s y Cleshenwell, Jeweller. July 44. Leaver 


Fonggon, ¢ Tadman, Gra; | 
ory yF TLLAM Henry, aT, Sussex, Aug 10, Cooper v Cooper, 
TWARD, terrae | ay | i ame Sussex, July 31, Davison vy Hayward, Kay, J, 
we my 
Masten, Funke #q, Mile End, Aug 1. Saxton v Todd, Chitty, J. 


pt r Kasenpan I ; Watlord, Werttord, Gent. Aug 9, Bradley vy Smith, Chitty, J, 


hy aor Latimer, Northampton, Aug 10, Harpery 
(Gazette, vie 


mf i havo ii ht cen 
a 


Da: hill, ses Wood, Solicitor, Aug 18, Boarne 
wigan, mut sq, Hop 9, Price y Wilison, Pearson, J 


ite, vd 





Sch wScteBwe  ad-efegekeece 
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gs spman, Grey’sinn eq pe Aug 2. Jenkins v Jenkins, 


ng Chapman. Pesan hae i Music Pub- 
1. Weiss “ee, <. + oo _ Bond st 
fiat Lcigham Cour’, Jaffray v 


ae st Gent. Se 

iar roi, Kubin ee Bie 10. Wells v wht Chitty, J 
yg RR, Esq. Workman v Petgrave, Pear- 

Rochdale, Lancaster, Bookseller. Aug 20. Johnson v 


Phillips, Bacu: 
Ween, Bao, con, V. - ee . [ Gazette, July 13.1 
MARGARET wnet BOTHWAY, } Haverstock hill, July 31. Catling v Andrew, 
Ofeareon, J. Lewis, King’s Cross 
, Finchley. Aug 20. "hsey v Elsey, Bacon, V.C. Paterson, Bou- 
sa aay Y, Standground, Fiustingion, Farmer. Aug 31. Cook v Oakes, 


Te 


Wal Pa ote Faterare 


v.c. 8 ens and Co, Bedford 
LUSHER, A: Holborn viaduct, Tailor. Aug 20. Howes and Co v Lusher, 
Pearson, J. Greenfield, Basinghall 
SKEET, JANE Edgware ~ x July 30. Skeet v Skeet, Chitty, J. Gar- 
diner, Lincoln's inn fields 


WidGLESWORTH, JAMES, Shadwell. Thorner, York. Aug 28. Greaves v Wiggles- 
worth, Bacon, ve. “0. Middleton; Leeds 
(Gazette, July 17.) 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


Baie, NEW BENJAMIN Ln ta Gloucester ter, Hyde park, Esq. Aug3i. 
Hacon and Turner, Fenchurch 
BARRY, a Lene HARLES UPHAM, Ryde, Isle of Wight. Aug 31. Palmer and Co, 
BERGER, CAraL BrRrow, Lower Clapton, Esq. Aug 15. Johnsons and Co, 
BURTON, sony Streatham, Surrey, Timber Merchant. Aug 15. Ranger and 
e 

“a James, Wilton ter, Belgrave sq, Esq. Sept 1. Fairfoot 

and Co, 


t’s inn 
Orley and Go OMUN asUED, Catclie, near Rotherham, York, Innkeeper. Aug 15. 
Cumaniw, ORG Addisoa gana, North ‘Kensington, M.D., Inspector-General 
Oot Hospitals. 


or 


yee 20. Flux and Co, East India avenue 
— Seymour st, Hyde park, Esq. Septii. Child, Paul’s Bakehouse 


aoe SorHi, ‘Saints Cosmus, Kent. Sept 29. Plummer and Fielding, 


cee Tikxey, Woolwich, Kent. Augi. Wilkins and Co, Gresham House 


i, EDWARD Wruigut, Stoke Ferry, Norfolk, Gent. Aug 18. Read, 
Evans, STEDMAN THOMAS, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Esq. Aug 1. Thomas and 


s en 
Pisum, nana, Distington Hall, Cumberland, Esq. Sept 1. Brockbank and 
itehaven 
ua ‘WINIFRED, Alnwick, Northumberland. Augii. Forster and Paynter, 


me tors Comm Waar, Camden sq, Esq. Aug 10. Child, Paul’s Bakehouse ct, 
TLLLAM, Westbu on Trym, Gloucestershire, Cider Merchant. Aug 


G@rmiierr, W: 
il, Botham mm, Gt Portlan 
Giamenen’ Hewat: Be Staintorth, York, Waterman. Aug 18. Palmer, Don- 


caster 
‘eas, yee Loviey, Fill, near Exeter, Devon, Surveyor. Aug 15. 
re, 
meron, Saxe, geebury t ter, Kilburn, Watchmaker. Augi3. Kerly, Great 
Te College Walk rd, Camberwell. Oct 4. Hine-Hayoock and 
Jackson, WILLIAM Bury, St 1 Edmunds, Suffolk, Bookseller, Sept 1. 
Partridge and Greene, oBury St 
ER, ORLANDO . rd, cae sob Gent. Aug 7. 
Kempster, er Lam 
THOMAS Md ago Lanrapiet, ee. Aug 10, by st 
‘Y, JOHN, F' th, Cornwall, Coal Merchant. Aug 13. > * outh 
er, on BaD jun, "Brighton, Sussex, Pawnbrokers’ Assistant. Aug 10, 
we 
Pus Susann Sept 6. Stokes, Tenby 


eaby. Pembroke, Retired Builder. 
ae aimanabs Pasecan Charlbury, Oxford. Sept 1. Rawlinson, Chipping 


ILLIAM ASHLEY, Bristol, Gent. Aug 8. Castle, Bristol 
aacxs, Litto Fever, I spaceetne, Rope and Twine Manufacturer. Aug 8. 


Ht, Ue. st, Woolwich, Kent. Aug 25, Pilgrim and Phillips, 
ci ‘Y CHARLES, Hill st, Woolwich, Kent, Major-General. Aug 25. 
and Filipe, © Coleman s' 
sls upon oat orpeth, ‘Northumberland, Gent. Aug 29. Richardson, New- 
upon ‘tym OATH agen Vale, near Castle Eden, Durham, Engineer. Aug 
ie and Tilly, West Hartle : 
sun BENJAMIN, Cexbeneke Derby, Framework Knitter. Aug 25, Robotham, 
yawns, Kingston upon Hull, Licensed Victualler. Sept 1. Pettingell, 
Taman, Tuomas, Rotherham, York, Gent, Aug 15. Oxley and Coward, Rother- 
Lewis, Amiw h, _ lesey, ug 23, ynter, Amlweh 
7 epry, Surgeon 2. Ane yoy ’ 
iA WINANS. Baltim «ag nited States of Amorica, Aug 81, 
kby 4 an Gi Oo Coleman st 
1, St Leonard's on Sea, Sussox, Cabinetmaker, Augi. Neve, 


(Gaaette, July 13.) 
U1, baw Oa York, Gent, Oct 12. Crowther, Manchester 
Huwny Oarna, Shetiiold, Cutlery Manufacturer, Sept i, Watson and Co, 
om pn Dawar, Tunbridge Wella, Eaq. Aug 2. Stone and Co, 
bridge Wells 
Baooxns, niet, Kidderminster, Worcester, Avr 2%, Butoher, Kidder 
op, HOEm, Cowfold, Susvox, Buq., Aug. 18 Bardloy and Co, Charles at, St 


ry fraen’ Millwall Dook, Millwall, Shipwright, Sept 1, Allin, New 







Ce Sree Se eee , Surrey. Novi. Munns and Longden, Old 
og cox, :  - Sheffield, York, Steel Manufacturer. Septi. Burdekin and 
0, eC) 

RIcHARD Hawenos, Edith grove, Fulham rd, Gent. oe 20. Hatton 
and Westcott, Stra’ 
GANDY, FREDERIC Honves, Wetenins A t l. Augi6é. Hedges 

and Brandreth. “Red Lion sq, ey 

.| agonms, Gnoncs, Brockley, ont, t, Gent. Aug25. Marchant and Co, George yd, 
Huon, Tuomas, Welshpool, Montgomery, Innkeeper. July 18. Jones, Welsh- 


+ 43 





rao te, S Oct 1. Roberts and Barlow, Liine st 
JONES, Hout, Chester, Gent,’ ~ Green and Dixon, Northwich 
Y, ADAM, Elksle Nottingham, Thrashing Machine Owner. Aug 12. 


Retford 
MALLAM, cote Berks, Gent. Sept1. Graham, A . 
MASSINGHAM, La Wesenr, Granville ville park, Blackheath, Blackhaath Gont. Aug 17 


Mirrass, esa, Bo Bury, Lancaster, yoy Woodcock, fener are. GA 
OTT, WILLIAM Kingswood rd, Wimbicdon, we. 


peeve ‘ “Kingsford an and Co 


rs, = ‘ARD HEYRICK, ioe Fork, Esq. Aug3i. Rollit and Sons, 
ra, © GEORGE, Hadley, Esq. Aug 11. Houghtons and Byfield, Grace- 
chure' 


REED, i Shirley, Southampton, Corn Merchant. Aug 28. Pearce 
and Co, Southampton 
RORERILON, JOHN Bowins, Marton, Warwick, Surgeon. Aug 2. Moore, War- 


pees ,. Rev EDWARD GRanT, Aust, Gloucester. Oct1. Griffiths, Cheltenham 
SELBY, J oHnN, Gosberton, near Spalding, Lincolnshire, Builder. Aug 3i. Winser, 


Chancery lane 
SHAW, JOSEPH, Weaver grove, near Winsford, Chester, Farmer. Aug 18. Cooke, 


Taytor, Davin, Smethwick, Staff Gent. 1. Hyde, 
ALKER, RICHARD, Sheffield, York, Joiner and Wheaten Seti Sept1. Burdekin 
and Co, Sheffield 


WALROND, Susanna, Okehampton, Devon. Aug?7. Friend, Exeter 
WELBY, CHARLES Snron, Herne Bay, Builder. A: 5 ug 23. Sankeys and Co, Canter- 


bury 
Woons GEoRGE THomas, Tuddenham Lodge, nr Ipswich. July 31. Gooding, 








Wronr, W1L1maM, Huntington, Stafford, Farmer. Sept 1. Hand and Co, 
{ Gazetie, July 17.} 
RECENT SALES, 
At the Stock and Share Auction and Advance Company’s (Limited) sale, 


x 
EF 
pire 
e 


held at their sale-room, 58, Lombard-street, E.C., 
following were among the prices obtained :—Souback and Catir anes 
Taunus Silver Lead ‘‘ A.”’ $4; iain cent. prefs, 3s. 6d. ; 
Polgooth Consols, 3s. Life Assurance £10 shares, “ 
id, 2s. 6d.; United pm Nails, 7s. Sd.: Almada and Tirito, Ss. 
“ Bis,” lls. ; Investment, Registry, ‘and Siock Exchange, 37s. 
Carn Camborne Tin and eel for pele Company, Is. 6d; and 
miscellaneous securities fetch 


oe 








SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Ane ue hth See & pe a m3 
ic. 
Aug. 2.—Messrs. Humpgrt & Sons, at HY ye ee meng SE Grovud 
Rents (see advertisement, July 21, p. 644). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 


21, at 43, Col ensington-park, W., the wife of Arthur 
Riper Lewis aranonat anak ae 
Woo uly 35, at Daneamoor, Darlington, the wie of Mitwerd Wesley, collet. 


ng 
MARRIAGES. 
JONES—FULLER.—Ji 19, at the British —_-y Bey | Robert Wilbraham 
youn barrister-at-law, to Faller, of The Castile, 
ba ge ge 21, at St. Peter's Gee, Sy ye wae a, 
eo or Te Ww, to Ethel Rosa, daaghter 
William i 3 Brace, M.D., of een's-gate-terrace, S_ 
DEATHS, 


Bones — Jeane St, ob Potter ewtem, Leeds, William North, of Leeds, solicitor, 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forperd thats sree of debts te the Registrar, 
> 
Clarke, George, Tabernacle walk, Boot Manufacturer, Pet July 1%, Murray, 
ug Satis 
Deines, ( Sussex Ni, Holloway, Retired Captain. Pet July’. Murray. 


Sati 
Mar, otaviua, Ladbrook grove, Soliction Pet Dulyti Pega Ane t ot 


leary, Praia orks Woot and Shoe Maken Pet July 
aay wees, AN BS ty sauna Voewnton Pet July Sk 





Haw patie Latte teen ur Bath, Beerbouse Reaper, Pet July tf, Redere- 
ian 
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Platten, Charles. Great Yarmouth, Boot and Shoe Maker. Pet July 18. Worl-] Gore, Richard a Darlington, ‘Fishmonger. Aug 1 at 11 at 
ledge. Great Yarmouth, Aug 9 at 11 Steavenson, neon, Darlingto 
‘ FY thaniel, bey York, Butcher. Aug 7 at 11 at North EF 
TUESDAY, July 24, 1883. otel, Goole. | Hall, Wak: 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. Pm poe Bag = mae. De 3. Dartford, ‘Kent, rd, Dexttor Aug 8 at 2 at office of & 
Creditors must - oe, poette: -) oe to the Registrar. Jo ghnson, Havers, La Long y Biickby, y, Nc , Builder. July 27 at ig 
urre: it, % 
Den, Charles Richard, Crosby sq, Auctioneer. Pet July 20. Murray. Aug zaheer, st, Norham Birmineh an ; Dran Sa Bag 1 at 2at Grand Hotel, Colmore 
I Sie Noel, Old Broad st, Financial Agent. Pet July 19. Pepys. | Jones, Th Aberystwith ina Master Mariner. Aug? at 12 at 
Mo 









omas, 
— Samuel, Isledon rd, Holloway, Builder. Pet Junei4. Hazlitt. Augs Kauffman, Fier ot, an stwith tes, Godliman st, - Deanne; Aug 14 ates 
a 8 


oorga’ 

To Surrender in the Coun Lan ward » Bucknall, Linco! ‘armer. Aug 16 at 12 at White 

Cotas, [em Masichester, Jeweller. Pet yale 12, Lister. Manchester, an ae Saat Fox 8 and 1 Pige, Ber Berle st, Lieeel In’s inn fields Bul 
ug 11 @ 


La’ Stockton Grocer. July 31 at 8 at offic of 
Magpehout, Frank, Leicester, Baker. Pet July 19. Ingram. Leicester, Aug 9 _Lhilton,} Mechanics’ bean Ses “Stockton om Tore winter i ab’ 
Layton, William Henry, Finsbury, wi? a Gua 
Paiet, ° John Wikiews, Spalding, Lincoln, Builder. Pet July 20. Gaches. hall Tavern, Gresham st. Gattl Cattlin, Wauook st Od E st, Old B: “ 


















Peterborough, Aug 8 at 10 Oswal caster, Cotton all A 
Unwin, John Sheffield, Cutlery Manager. Pet July 19, Wake. Sheffield, Aug vaniilice of Lore Lord st waldtwistle Lanc , uel a i 
at 1 Mackie, Fra Watson, Wotocecland rd, ae, Baveu eee Agent. Aug 
Whitelock, Bulstrode Henry, Silverdale Be ergs Croydon, Government Clerk. 8 at Bat 0 office vag Cooper and Co, 0, Kings Arm s yard, Cole 
Pet July 20. Rowland. Croydon, Aug 7 at MeCoom ‘William, th, Somerset, License: ctualler. i ey 27 at 8 at ofl 
0! er, 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. Matthews, 5 Sea A }:ie treretord rd, Bayswater, Watchmaker. Aug 1shii 
Frimay, J py 20, 1 at Maso: ‘Hal Tavern, Basinghall st. vidge, Eastch - 
Clacy, Charles Henry, New Turnstile, Holborn, 1. 4 Ne my July 17 ieven John Matthew, Derby, Tailor. Aug 3 at 3 at office of Flint, Full g, 
Strong, Joseph, Chasetown, nr Lichfield, 8 paca July Derby 










Tuuspay, July Nope, "George on Ayitg: poste, Saeaaele Hants, Bootmaker. Aug 1 at 10 at office of 

aaa, Wi Bugh, am Cleveland, a York, Farmer. July 10 Pei He : , Middiestown, a Loree out of business. Aug 1 at 3 at office gf 
Heckmo: 

liquidations by Arrangement. e ne, Chane oe Mintfold, Bedford, Straw Factor. Aug 7 at 4 at Crown Ta, 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. aye, Barker, Hitchin 

Frmay, July 20, 1883. Pearson, Thomas, Hexham, Northumberland, Dealer in Ales. Aug 1 at 11.90 at 





# Pruddah, Market pl, Hexh: 

Alcock, Frederick John, Tunstall, Stafford, Provision Dealer. Aug 1 at 8 at office Pittard, Frede Frederick, ‘albert Kilburn, Oilman. Aug 8 at 3 at office of Medcat, 

ee fienry, Horsford, Norfolk, Grocer. July 31 at 2 at office of Brock, Pat He eee Miaue "Charles, No ham, Picture Frame Maker, Aug 1 at Sat 
28 st, 


lard, 
it, James, a rd, Reon ics idocgaed Victualler. Aug 3 at 2 at Guildhall x4 ¢ of Stroud, Low ae Southall Cattle Dealer. Aug 3 at 11 at Three 
‘avern, 


Pigeons Inn, New B OBrontiond. Phelp, Hayes 
— Moss Side, Ng Clerk. July 31 at 3 at office of A 
orris, 5 Chanoery lane’ Manchester y en, Alfred, Kirkhamgate, York, "out of business. Aug 4 at 10.30 at office 


Wee Coal Merchant. July 31 at 2.30 at George and Rail- * omen Ot, oath: womens 









wa: Hotel, By Bristo! ye corse, Ho eee, Lincoln, Grocer. July 31 at 4 at Red Lion Hotel, 
arnley, 
illiam, un, West Hallam, Derby. ct ti Aug 6 eal Kenn 
Hotel, No Siehnen ata, Mee vs no occupation. Aug 6 at 3 at Poultry Rad: Ob oc Helen, Wigan, Toy Dealer. Aug 1 at 2 at office of ey, King st, 






















Below, Thomas, Manche st 7 “Aug 8 at 2.30 at office of Froggatt, King rls, Edwin Charles, West Cowes, Greengrocer. Aug 8 at 8 at Star Hotel, 

ward st , Macel wport 

Bateman, George corge, igh, st Noung hill, House Agent. Aug 6 at 3 at office of | Richmo md, Charles, Dorpmiead 6 st, rs) italficlds, Boot Manufacturer, July Stat? 
Cooper and and Oo s inn fi at office of Brighten, Bishops: hhout 

B pty - Debs Derby, Denler in Fancy Goods. Aug7 at 3 at office of 

y, Corn 


Ridley, James, Jarrow upon ge 1 hod Aug 1 at 3 at office of Newlands, 
Ellison st, Jarrow upon Tyne 

Blackburn, J: Whitecha Bromley by Bow, Grocer. July 27 at 12 at office of Champion Rodda, Joseph ‘Billing, Helston, Cornwall, Saddler. Aug 4 at 10.30 at office of Dale, 

—_ # Church st, 


lumson. Licensed Victualler. July 31 at 8 at 
on, ry ee ni, Bethnal “4 rom y a Deer ea Be uper Mare, Builder. Aug 1 at 2.30 at office of 
chard, a. eee = Magna, Lincoln, Miller. July 31 at 11 at office of Bothhols, eenh, Kingsland rd, Tailor. July 20 at 12 at office of Harriaon, 


, Flaxengate 
Bristoll, sommes s David, > snnaingiase, Baker. Aug 1 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cafiler Jammen, Newcastle upon Tyne, out of business, July 30 at 8 at office of 


Cherry st, osley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 

istow, 3 ye Somerset, Bootmaker. July 28 at 10 at office of | Scott, John, Gateshead, Brew er’s Traveller. Augiatii at i wel of Keenlyside 
Brown, David, Trench Bator Hay and Straw Dealer. July 28 at 11 at ets Soke Bek che Ccties Woche han ist ha f Smith and 

otiioe of Wcich, Caroline Go, Chery st Birmingham ther Worker. at ll at o ce of 


t, Lo; Birmin, 
idman, New Swindon Wilts General Dealer. July 81 at 10.30 ward, ecensed Victuall 
office of Wilton and Withy, Albion bidgs, New Swindon Sieh at | Stephenson, ] Baw tae A Ma RO: Ate. ae 
































Frederick, Derby, Fine Art Dealer. Aug 8 at 8 at office of Cummings, | Stone, ee Be tice hterhouse, Metropolitan Cattle Market, Islington, 
Full st, Derby Carcas Butcher. ie sa oat 8 at office of Bolton and Mote, fom ng 
Burrell, Thomas James, Knightrider st, Mantle Manufacturer. Aug? at 3 at the Ph ened Thomas, Chel Coachman. July 30 at 12 at office Potter, 
peg Nerd Neca Mier et Cea cch ES Viketoes, July | ERECT ona men pe Tn, Ot, ae, Sewell 
m1 c) xander, ne: vesend, 81 
at 3 at offices of Tolhurst and Co, New rd, Gra r. y T. , Henry Minshull, and Ernest Price Tainsh, Glam: Ji 


enry 
weaned Aug 8at2at office of Horton and Co, Newhall st 
Cable, John, Portsea, Hants, ni 9 occupation, Aug 8 at 12.30 at office of Addiso: : . 
Guildhall chbrs, Pembrol 7 Porium 0 0 m, | Thomas, William, Aberdare, Glamargen, > Hay Corn, and Potato Merchant. Ang 












Caunt, Charles, N: ham, Plumber. “Aug 8 at 3 at office of Buckby, Gresham | Thorpe, Rupert William, Wolverham ene peatont, Commission Agent. Aug? 
chbrs, Beastmarket hill, N a ate at office of Dallow, Queen oh olvérham: 

Crabtree, Her! Blackpool, Grocer. Aug 10 at 1 at office of Northgraves, Trewpal e, Francis Poole, Muscham) rd, Peckham, ron puilder. Aug 7 at 2 at office 
Brazennose st, ester of Sop’ ft, New te st. git Ludes 

Crawshaw, William Thomas, Welefeld, Currie r, Jul Ary at 3 at Strafford Arms Waites i 










arnstaple, bevon! FRecedsicidi Aug 1 at 2.30 at Royal Talbot 
Hotel, Werbert Cutthorye, and Edmondson, Wake otal, Distal,’ Chantes end On Bornetaple 


New Derby, Farmer. AneS | «4 3 at office of Stanton, Wiltiems, Edw, ye and James Alexander Frazer, Thrervonk, Fee vision Mercia 
eae olverhampton, Japanner. Aug 1 at 11 at office of Tinsley, Priory thd i _—e vig oe See 






‘ams, } Edward Newport, Monmouth, Grocer. Aug 2 at 12 at office of Parker, 
fichaal Hal, George pl, Fieoo dil ly circus, Restauran: i Rees. Aug9at| Commercial st, Mewport ; | 
3 at St ne ig ores A st. Plews and Co, k lane Wiltshire, imborne, Dorset, Coal piemant. Aug 1 at 2 at 
- > ee B Sanam Ashton, B radford, Baker. Aug9 at 3 at office of Walker, Inns of ops ‘otel, yA Bly Nodder and d Gater, Salis 


Salisbury 
Worrall, Stoke upon Trent, Tailor. July 98 at 10 at office of Welch, 
ania, J | Oey sy Sg Merchants. Aug 6 at 2 at gto’ 
st Hota, Can Cannon st. Jackaman and Sons, Ipswich we “s Caroline st, Longton 


TUESDAY, July 24 
peyiey, J Tsao tee ‘Aug 2 at 8 at office of Sheen, Abgabems, Elias, Liverpool, Smallware Deaet Aug 16 at 3 at 7, William Brown 
son Liverp t, Old st, St Luke’s, Rope icp Maker. Aug 2 at 3 at office of ee dls ener, pe ffi Jenkinson, Albion 
Denke, James Rogant, O14 sinn fields s win Appl omas, c, Aug 6 at 11 at office of m, 







Ed Thomas, Sl conentia saver 14 t of 
rot daa he a : yme, out of business, July 31 at 11 at office asiaaed Johp. | Oldham, Lancaster, Yarn Agent. Aug 15 at 8 at 16, Clegg #, 
Tavern, Gresham st. ere ene raha s Ola Broad pole Denker, Aug 13 at 2at Guildhall | Baines, James Warton Lancaster, Relieving Officer. Aug 7 at 2 at office of 


J ag os and Tilly, Sun st, Lancas' 
Eyre, ‘James William Jenkins , Barmouth, one, out of business. Aug1at| Barr, Th omas, Dartmouth Park. i ee. Aug 8 at 3 at Law 
11 at er, John, Chabal mag Hotel, 4 Tova Do yf Institution, tour Uhahoery lane. Nickinson PGS Gran ~ 
Ironmonger. July 31 at 3 at Castle and Falcon Hotel Bggaby John, » Hyde, Chester, Plumber. Aug 6 at 3 at yy of Smith and Brother, 
Dicker, Gutter lane ie, 

Pevvier, Edward, ane York, Baker. Aug 2 at 11 at office of Bateson and Bell William Mine, Views’ Victualler. Aug 4 at 11 at offfee of Horner, Stafford st, 
y Habla William Hen 7, Rishon, Lancaster, Joiner, Aug 7 at 11 at office of Beresford, Geoewe, Belper, Derby, General Merchant. Aug 10 at 8 at office of 

orman, George W E cicester, Provision Dealer. A: 
(Grom apd Ca, New w ug 4 at 8 at office of | Bewlon I John, Oad aby; Telocwter, Hosiery Manufacturer. ' Aug 10 at 12 at officeof 


ler and Co, 
Poskett, Robert, Harrold, Beds, Saddler. Aug 9 at 9 at office of Stimson, Mill st, Bade * Gane, Wingate Kingston upon Mull, Licensed Victualler, atetel ee 
















of § amers, st, 
oe Holywell, Flint, Painter. Aug 10 at 3 at office of Williams, oti ‘ end John B etic Lancaster. Waste Twill § 
out of business. Aug 10 at 11 st 122, Holborn. Arm-| Brown fon, Hetty orton Che 8 row, Bolton, Haslam, B 


Chester st, arent ‘ph 1, Coach Builder. Aug 7 at 3 at 


udall, Watlin 
oath VIER penta penn, Suet « eran, eat og eh Ga » Glork 1 Holy Orders, Aug 19 at 11 at 


; of Browne, Lion st, Abergavenny 
































ig si 
nt, Aug 
at fe 


1 at 109) 


i 11.90 at 
1 at Sat 
é Three 
at office 
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ye on Tees Grocer. Aug 4 at 11 at office of 
tockton on T 
Pork p hs ag Aug 8 at 11 at office of May, 


Godber, and Francis Alfred Morgan, Sutton in 
Aug 3 at 11 at George Hotel, Nottingham, 


Aug 8 at 3 at office of Graham, 
Clerk. Aug 4 at 11 at office of Spinks and 
Hotel Keeper. Aug 7 at 11 at Law Institute, 
, Ironfounder. Aug 7 at 3 at office of 
Seven Sisters’ rd, Tailor. Aug 10 at 3 at offiee of 
. Aug 10 at 8 at Guild- 
. Aug 11 at 11 at office of Boy- 
Butcher. Aug 2 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry st, 
3 at 3 at Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. 
arwick, Tailor. Aug 8 at 11 at office of Bod- 
. Aug 3 at 11 at office of Morgan, Albert 
pp Mostgomery, Mercer. Aug 3 at 12.30 at office of 
George, + Ciiauesater, Baker. Aug 1 at 12 at office of 

Groves, James F Field, Bristol, Fruiterer, Aug 8 at 3 at office of Cumberland, Clare 
EE ratte waste , Manager of a Company. Aug 7 at 11 
echanic. Aug 4 at3 at office of Gee, New st, Friar 





lane, ee ecier 
k, William, Handsworth, Stafford, Butcher. Aug 3 at 3 at office of 
Thoma Waterloo st, Birmin gham 
Harris, George, Graham rd.  ackney, Horse Meat Salesman. Aug3at 3 at office 
of Bentwitch. Finsbury pavement 
ee -“ — Liveprool, Provision Dealer. Aug 7 at 3at Office of 
» Liv 
George, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Boot and Shoe Dealer. Aug 4at11 
office of RI Sortes Queen st, olverhampton 





Sephen, 3 ] Rugeley, Stafford, Stone Merchant. Aug 7 at 3 at office of Loxton, 
ae dge, Walsall 
Hines, Frederick, Frimley, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. Aug 4 atlat King’s 
Arms Hotel, York Town, Friml ey. Hall, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 
iti. Base e bids, Budde York, Yarn Spinner. Aug 8 at 3 nt office of Mills and 
Nt 
e, Sussex. Builder. Aug 10 at 11.30 at office of Cooper and 
oatiddlle st, Brighton 
hester, Blacksmith. Aug 6 at 3 at officc of Cooke, 


almer, Live: epost, ee Dealer. Aug 8 at 2 at office of Cotton 
ke, North John st, Liverpool 
Johns, William, Ludgvan, Cornwall, Farmer. Aug 3 at 11 at office of Dale, 
Parade st, Penzance 
Joseph, Samuel Albert, High st, be sag Accountant. Aug 8 at 11 at office of 
mote Avenue House, orces 
y, John Richard Parkinson, Gt "Russell st, Bloomsbury, Tailor. Aug1 at 2 
go hy of Goatrey, se sq, Non A sinn 
lant, Henry Newto: yton-u nsmore, nr Coventry, Fancy Warehouse- 
. Aug 8 at 3 at "iene? Speen, Masons’ avenue, Coleman st. Wells, St 


lickfold, George, Hastings, mobagoctant. Aug 8 at 12 at Guildhall Tavern, Gres- 
ham st. Neve,’ St Leonards o: 
mS » Thomas, Frederick Kelly, otichard Edleston Livesey, and George Bower 
iat meldor, suiverpool, Cotton Brokers. Aug 9 at 2 at office of Banner and 
Liverpool. and “te Liverpool 
ae ligand’ Station, Surrey, Aug 2 at 3 at office of Hicks, 


Medson, Gt eeon, Essex, aol Proprietor. Aug 18 at 3 at 
rere H otel, 1, Gt Dunm Rumne » Walbrook 

Ny x, Bet Gloucester, Sg ey Victuallers’ Manager. Aug 9 at 11 at office 
or! r! 


st, Gloucester 
ee ce Thomas, Victoria Park © rd, Patentee. Aug 2 at 11 at office of Philp, 
oer He 


Martin, Mark Martin, and James Howarth, Padiham. 
r, Cotton ‘anufacturers. Aug 14 at 2.90 at Mitre Hotel, Manchester. 
and pmen Clitheroe 
» William V; slanting, Forest .— Auctioneer. Aug 17 at 8 at Guildhall 
a Se = betas Joey Meredith, M pyrene, Me 
ohn Mo: y Me ac’ on 
rgan sat ano eb ‘ob laren Hotel, Towyn. Rowlan 





i 


omery, 
achyn- 











Metcalfe, J Westbourm Barns , Manure Dealer. at 4 at 
wea ng e rd, bury Aug 1 at 4 at 62, 














Morgan, John Layne i Se bans Fancy “ ” yp ae 8 at 2 at Masons’ 





vern, nghall st. 
Oram, James, South Stockton, York, afattross a at 11 at office of 
Thomas, Market Cross tabes, Stockton on 
Ones, Geor; tot” Carpenter. Aug 7 at 2 8 at office of Durant, Guildhall 
brs, 
Palser, Clement Ernest Marshfield, Gloucester, Grocer. Aug 2 at 12 at office of 
Gwynn a and, 1. All Saints ts ct, Bristol 


Par illiam, Ripon, ¥ York, Lawn Mower ry ey 2at 3.30 at 
Abbots Hotel, tar Bateson and Hutchinson, 
Pollit i, William, ceeinatan, oe bi , Grocer. Aug 3 at 3 at office of Davies 


and Co, Market pl, W: 
Pratt, Eliza Mary, Nottingham, "heaper. stlubwaie, at 1 us at Assembly Rooms, Low 
rice, ictualler. Aug 8 at 8 
at Office of nen Carlisi st, So! 
Rosen, Thomas James, Gosport, 
Crawshaw, East st, 
Scarfe, Stephen, Copel ary, Suffolk, Miller. Aug 14 at12 at office of Pollard, 
uire Mitebel, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Clothier. Aug 7 at 11.30 at 


perenenh Nottingham. Weston and Post! 
eophilus, rg regs Surrey, Li 
ho 
eee Aug 9 at 8 at office of Blake 
Reed, Union st, Portsea 
Rowe, William, Bisho unten oe ane, Carrier. Aug 1 at 11 at office of 
St Lawrence 


Sharp, 
Offline 6 Edgar, Silver st, Bishop Auckland 
shinvald, Israel, Leeds, Grocer. Aug 3 at 11 at office of Cousins, Bank chbrs, 
ark row, 
Spriggs, Thomas, Hi h W7sembe Bucks, Baker. Aug 11 at 11 at 90, Easton 
Mien | Vycombe. Clar larke, Hig’! h W; ae -— - “ 


Spurr, Henry, and Robert aoe issett, nr Dewsbury, York, out of business. 
Aug 2 at Sat office of Dawson, Union st, Dewsbury. ‘Misc a 


Tidnam, William Samuel, Norwich, Hotel Proprictor.. Aug 13 at 8 at Norfolk 
Hotel, St Giles st, Norwich. Kilvington and ‘Walbrook 

Sag William, , Liverpool, Fishmonger. Aug 7 rr} 8 at office of Best, Vernon st, 

iverpoo 

Winton. William Edward, Shoreham, Sussex, Printer. Aug 10 at 3 at office of 

wen, ae beard Middle st, Brighton d - 
ithey, Geor; enry, Weston super Mare, Some 9 at2 at 
George and md Railway J Hotel, Victoria st, Bristol, Wale. rat Bandguighs Weston 
super 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


ti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 


ESTABLISHED 1825. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & 
MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. j 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Sea Maxens 





ont far baw mencEnce * a be os 9 eYeanes per- 
es ‘or Breakfast, Luncheon, or free for entirely Fur- | 
Bapper and invaluable for Invalides aud Childreu.” Ee eee eee e an Odean be. ol BY SERClAs (UERREEHENS, 
Being ny Commended by the entire Medical Press. | | PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS,— | To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
Seg tes iy oral spice, or other admixture, it suits | ath 3 
all pala - keeps bet all climates, and is fuur times me si ‘ re sean ‘hai Judicial Bench, Corporation of London &c.; 
ienaih 0 oan THICKENED yet WEAKENED arved Forni from 
—. a0., , and pomnALiry omaaran than such Mixtures. | D Designs, do. pete Peaitere including Bedstead and | SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
le instantan water, a teas ul dding, from £7 10s, per set. ’ 
ogbteakast Cup costing g les that a "hal q dS we LARGE SHOW ROOMS, BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL'S DITTO, 
ATINA ANILLB is the most delicate, tible, 
cheapes: cis 
= pl ool lat and may be taken when Hewerson, THEXTON, & PEART, CORPORATION ROSES, UNIVERSITE & CiFRQT GONAS 
ondon, W. ESTABLISHED 1699, 


ot, , 38., 58, 6d,, &., by Chemists 
my Terms by the Sole a 


In a packets at 1s. 


rocers, 
Charities on 8 on reasonable terms 


200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, & 
N.B.—Household Furnitur® Warehouse’ “ Removed 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON 














ie eT | \ ODRLS for Lilustrating Litigated O DUCATION.—One of th i 
r us tin iti ‘ases c —One © most inexpen- 
ANTED, ge JOURN. an of | the M° of ri, and air or ane ieee made : chieay gf Glennon thools in con 
February tise Licrt« yr Engineering Modeller , Stock wel Adress, He¥, : of Mr. Meeey. a 
rary tothe Oitive, Stamps TP canooe . stiie W.6. Boginaering 9, » Dalyeli ockwell, ose Derry 
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WALTON-ON- THAMES. In the High Court, of Justice Chancery Division LEICESTERSHIRE. __ 
ae recchaaet OG | ke iambeth. “eect an Gougia Marte etal feta naa 
a Ues"JOUN WHITE AKER ELLIS. rope om of about ye 


Perera 
element. With on. ESSRS. iba arty om ELLIS, | hours from Lo 

AREBROTHER M n of wrell-presorved portions of 
CLARE, & OO. to offer for | Mr. to whose Court this | 2nd some w i P 

SALE, by AU! ON, on the Me MART, Tokenh pais v AUCTION , at the whi bly. s1 copeckal chara $0 ney : 

d on THURSDAY, AUGUST 9, 9, | MAR’ .C., on AUGU ST 16, 1883, at | Which givean oe esent 

e ts, the FREEHOLD and| ‘ecently thoroughly and decom 

OLD PROPERTY, known as Nos. CaO Ste oe eet ot 2 teal 

140 and 142, Broadwall, and Nos. 8 to 18 (inclusive) piece, being shove tae ghee 
Mitre-place, Blackfriars-road, ha total area of valley. anda grand cura 
5,890 fect euper, It abuts on the South-Eastern Rail- porch, ap AD, Tee oe somes ppg pe 
wa: lose to the Waterloo and B bs ey SOS ve 

eWestern Railway. ‘Theresid- | Haltwar Stations: let to yearly and weekly tenants at veover-mal | in solid old onl; arama 

ence contains 12 bed rooms, day and night nurseries, | low pan Arenson to £148 4s. per annum; also a aenne Soames, poe nd ‘wal d drawing rooms, As re 

reception rooms, yen gets and egrte ns Mngt fe yhold known as No.7, Park- Fegan an v oaneente pee ‘and ‘bili 
ample domestic offices and cellarage 0s. 1 to 10, Little Park-place, Lambeth, eee ie with two rate paaais 
sta , and ceygeeng ae b | and the pe hey on the grounds of Lambeth Palace, the = ae ae cee peed a cesing von <i 
about So sites, are tasteful ‘ ae out ms nd | Whole o¢oupying pod pied So cuscas at ones om and on the second floor are 18 bed Toomas 

unds, also two en gard old yearly and weekly tenants at rents amount- 2 
property h has a considerable building element after ing to £139 per + benaenlly offices. In the cloisters are four batche 


rooms, and under a room 
reserving the present house and a portion of the be had of Mr. George Taylor and chapel. The offices are ample, and pertes 


eee Obs ~¥ id mee Re ae ier, both of 17, Abchurch-lane, E.C.; of | arrangement. cd mansion is heated b 
sree, to to nated "end the side road leading to & Oo., Soli citors, 19, 7 os hted by private @ mend ¥, 
May be" viewed by cards only, and particulars alls, Cae the Mart ies and oO hay od sup pire reatoe se spri _ Water | 














Wate and conditions of sale may ‘be had of Messrs. frend, W.0,, and 18, Old Broad-street, oe a an exceedin enjoyable and ad ib 
Thames; of Messrs. Janson, ohh, is Seen, —_ phanacter, and are orned 2 ee, Lime 
tors, 41, Fins -cireus, E.C.; at the Mart, E birch, and venerable thorns. The kitchen 
and, neuer with ants to vie, of Messrs. Fare: Re Robert Siminton, deceased. are walked in and The a pack 
—— Clark, & Co., 5 and 6, Lancaster- ’ ier and green-houses., e par dy use 
place, Strand, W.C., and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C. e. WALTER KNIGHT is instructed nage —— timbered - ae —- stapling 
the Executors to SELL by AUCTION, at | {2 excellent o: er, el 
SUSSEX. the er _armmenoman- vend, Diy, .C., on THURS- —_s ony = — Thee 
Near Goodwood and Arundel.—A delightful Freehold | DAY, AUGUST 9, 1883, at ONE o’clock punctually, pace ee a — conan re by a 
Residential Estate, known as Avisford, comprising | the FREEHOLD PREMISES, No. hs Cock-lane, | & a eee ee apcontes oe p 
@ mansion-house and about 180 acres of richly- | City, near the Metropolitan Meat and Fish Markets i a 'd will be included in — 
been k lands, situate at Walberton, one of | and the railway stations. The premises are let to an alae 4s waerteg ey Bono ; 
the m and picturesque districts in the | old tenant at £32 per annum, but they are estimated | — ey sn gee utto’ — 
Bouth of of eee, about three miles from Arundel, | to realize a much higher rental. ie dim, ae hake af tae 
five from Goodwood, and seven from Chichester, | Particulars of Messrs. Allen & Son, Solicitors, 17, | nC ueme ») ne aan amltoaiaa : 
and within two miles of the Barnham Station on | Carlisle-street, Soho ; and cards to view of the Auc-| {2™ms aro it) oxee lent ome or clr a 
the London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway, | tioneer, 104, Great Russell-street, Bloomsbury. hed om 4 = ee me he yk te - A. ro 
London is reached in about one hour and a uced rents p ing £2, Dy 
half by an excellent service of express trains. It is the mansion and eee. Sone are aa 
only about five miles from _the popular sea-side LEICESTERSHIRE. early possession may be 
resort and rising town of Bognor, and possesses The Bosworth-park Estate.—An ex y ESSRS. DRIVER & OO. are 


- ing and mereimmedisie woodland and — able and important Residential and Sporting to SELL the above valuable io FREI FE 


a le rh, Carlton, d Gadeby, with ESTATE es so! TUESDAY Y AUGUST 1, at 
arishes of Boswoi arlton, an leby, t mdon, on Y, Bee: 
\/, ESSES.. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, the hamlets of Near and ‘ar Coton, easronnding Folook precisely, in One Lot (unless an 
CLARy, & CO. have received instructions | the town of Market it. and within one mile | offer be spreviously made by ae contract), 
to offer for 8. ae ie Fs mg , at the MART, | of the station on the Ashley and Nuneaton joint| Parti 
Tokenhouse- » E.C., m THURSDAY, line, eight miles from Nuneaton, eight from Ather- Alford, Lincok nshire ; 
the 9th my AuGbst, 1883, at. ‘Two o’clock,inone | stone, and twelve from the town of Leicester, | Dalto mn, Hitchins, & Brabant, Bolicitors, fa Sav le 
or more lots (unless previo Lo nga! of by private comprising an imposing red brick mansion, built in ondon ; and of Messrs. D. 
contract), the above. ve mL ID d a rent ¥, the reign of Queen Anne, on a high and healthy ors, Land Agents, and Auctione 
choice HOLD situation on a gravelly soil, in a besatifally undu- | Whitehall, London. 
comprises = cain ines a of peta E es + ly lated deer park of 300 acres, adorned with stately 
stan in grandly-timbered parklandsand pleasure | forest trees, and commanding fine views of the 
_ a men oe pastoral goemery of me surrounding CLAPHAM JUNCTION, 8.W. ; 
country. e mansion is entered a charming rtan Freeh Ren 691. 
hall, with ancient carved over-mantel in oak, hand- portent Sets ot ieee gShont Boone and ¥ 
some and lofty oak-panelled room, ball Residences, ai situate in Cologne-road, Harbuti 
two dra and St. John’s-hill-grove, on 1 the Clapham Jug " 


























ith p 
oining is the boudoir 28 by 21, with oval ceilin eee ie and 

floor. On the ground floor is a spacious ofiices. The modern ~ tine is situate at ¢ the end 
by 18, and a circular entrance porch; mo the at rear of mansion, and Seaman te 
with ‘west aspect, 2° by 16, and glass doors, dates 3 20 horses; also ample venison, game, ont Ground-rent of £29 
into circular gy aang A study, lavatory, other larders and out pulling The secured upon 13 Villas at Walton-on-tl 
BG. room 27 by comes of an — bl uding a handsomely- Essex, reversion to the | — rents in 48 

conservatory 98 by is. e domes-| timbered wilderness, with a beech and lime avenue. Sener, Se by AUCTION b 
and on the south frontis the group of elms call called 
Sotet his staukglton ae apammae ok tee | TOR aca ’ Bi 

0! e 

Battle of Bosworth Field, ond the entrance THURSD ART, T AUGUST, 0 2, at TWO 
hall is now adorned with arms and armour of Particulars obtained at ore place of 
So Sein collected Stee the beste. The estate is .R.S. ee 

vided into numerous convenient and well-known Field-court, Gray’s- ene C.; and of the, 
id farms, with good houses and homesteads, and tioneers, ncohe iu holds (corner of Serle 
1 anc , well- labourers’ cottages, every acre of which is let to 

lens, with vineries, glass-houses, an old and prosperous tenantry, at moderate 
numerous cottages and some small es numerous smaller occu’ 3 
residences, accommodation lands, anda windmill The ter part of the town of ESSRS. JOHNSON & DYMOND 
whole forms an on cuoestengly Sore: ee Reoper rty, situate eld the capital cattle and corn markets and Pe to announce that their SALES by AUCTION of 
in the district which is fo be hunted by the Duke of | Sessions, tnd an “ascaliont: ta richly-endowed | Piate, Watches, Chains, Jewellery, Precious Stones, 
Richmond and Gordon’s new pack A y oxhounds, un- | grammar-school, offe: special advantages t0| are held on Mondays, Wednesdays, Thursdays, 
~—_ for —_, ge ge Lone d residential wit te aver town poy § on the 9 T . Fridays. 
and placed within ‘tance e Advowson e Rectory of Cadeby an 

conan.” the Manors of Market Bosworth and Cadeby, th the | _ The attention of Solicitors, Executors, 





room 27 








Trustees, 
Aplens. with conditions of sale, may sero aae an income of about —- ear, | Others is particularly called to this ready means for 


Particulars an 
be had at all the principal hotels in th hbour- | exclusive of the mansion, deer park, and w in | disposal of property of deceased and other clients. 
Evors Horie: SOocts Chion'cine acti Lom, | Mati aie irae, Seay ert tou ont |, Ta emma i ruencr of hl aly 
W.C., Solicitors; at the Mart, London, E.C.; and of | ing. It isin the county] hunted by the Atherstone 20 Ps Se anens bouts epee enengs 
peer et place, Strand, London, W.C., and 18, old ounds, end Ea Spee onan ons vy Valuations for Probate or Transfer, Terms on 
Seeatateet. E.c. cation to the City Auction Rooms (established 1793), 
M ESSRS. DRIVER & OO. wii OFFER — bi Gracechurch-street, F.C. 
REWERY.P ARTNERSHIP. —A Practi- bo AUCTION 9 tes above ex: waluabie srs. Johnson & Dymoffl beg to notify that 
cal Brewer has the option of Purchasing a #REEHOLD Plann Sales of Wearing Apparel, Piece fgg 5 
oe = Lond sow Ging, doing 1,500 guerters per DOMAT Pisce [Bis yi hold and Office Furniture, Carpets ares, Delin. os 
annum; he can fu amount of business | on TUES at TWO o’clock pre- pied). 
in addition, and is desirous nega ain with a Partner | cisely (unless an acceptable offer be previously nade panic ase orca Armor = wichtist. 
who can command £20,000 to join him in purchasing. | by setvate contract), 


cee Des care of Arthur Martin, Esq, 105,/ 7. mansion to be viewed by cards, and on Tues- O PROFESSIONAL GENTLEMEN 
London-wall, B.C. days and Fridays only, between 11 and 4 o'clock. Ones. —A handsome Private to, Reston 
EDFORD ROW.—Ground-floor Offices to | Mona” Fe eon citore, 3 Berkeley sine, sdmirahi bly situated in r arse vod Lali, tp tobe 
bo fot my Ketste Agouis, 51, Chunar. ta iy; Meera. Messrs. Dri "eC Tand Agen —" Land Banana, Recihuier an "goats 2, 
its, T; an iver ‘0. urveyors, 
lane, W.O, . \ Agents, and Auctioneers, 4, Whitehall, London, b street, pham, 





























